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TO HIS MOST 
Sacred Majelty 
CHARLESIE 


By the Grace of God King of Grear 
BriTAln,FRANCE, and IRELAND; 


Defender of the Faith, &c. 


Moſt Gracious Soveraisn, 


PSI [ncc that great Miracle of Divine Pros 
» wvidence in your Majeſties moſt hap- 
py reſtauration, we have ſeen thoſe 
who before T riumphed over the Church 
of England as dead, as much exprefling 
their envy at her reſurreFion, Neither could it 
. otherwiſe be expected, but that ſo ſudden a recove- 

ry of her former /aſtre, would open the mouths of 
her weak but contentious Adverſaries, who ſee her 
ſhine in a Firmament ſo much above them. Bur it is 


a part of her preſent Felicity, that they are aſhamed 
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the times before the Reformation. And it was her 

reat Honour, that ſhe was not awakened out of it 
( as of old they fancied) by the beating of drums, or 
the rudeclamonrs of the people; but as ſhe Gradually 
regained her /ight, ſo it was with the Influence? of Su- 
pream Authority. Which hath cauled 1o cloſe an 
union and combination of ntereſts between them, 
that the Church of England, and the Koyal Family, 
have like Hippocrates his / wins both wept and 7e- 
Joye'd together. And nothing doth more argue 
the excellent conſtitution of our Circ, than that 
therein the purity of Chriſtian LJodrine is joyned 
with the molt hearty Acknowledgement of your 
Majeſties Power and Supremacy. So that the 
Loyalty of the members of it can neither be ſuſpe- 
Ged of private Intereſt, or of depending on the 
pleaſure of a Forreign Biſhop, but is inlaid in the 


very Foundations of our Reformation. Which 


ſtands on thoſe two Grand Principles of Religion 
and Government ; The giving to God the things that 
are God's, andto Czlar the things that are Czlar's. 
And as long as theſe two remain unſhaken, we need 
not fear the continuance and flouriſhing of the Re- 
formed Church of England, and your Majeſties 
ſntereſt in the members of it. Which it is hard to 
concelve thoſe can have any zeal for, who are the 
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buſie Fa&ours among us for promoring 1ſo oppoſite 
an Intereſs as that of the Church of Rome. For what 
a contradiQtion is it, to ſuppoſe it confiltent with your 
Majeſfties Honour and Intereſs, to rob your Imperial 
Crown of one of the richeſt Fewels of it, to expoſe 
Your Royal Scepter to the mercy of a ÞForraign Pre- 
late, to have another Supreme Head acknowledged 
within Y our Dominions, and thereby to cut off. rhe 
dependence of a confiderable part of the Nation whol- 


ly from Your Self, and to exhauſt the Nation of an In- 
finite Maſs of T reaſure meerly to ſupport the Gran- 


deur of the See of Rome 9 They who can make men 
believe that thele things tend to Yowr Majeſties Ser- 
vice, think they have gained thereby a conſtderable 
ſtep to their Religion, which is by baffling mens rea- 
{on, and —— them to believe contradictions. 


Bu if, notwithſtanding the received principles of their 


Church, any have continued Faithful in their Loyalty 
to Yeur Majeſty, we have much more cauſe to attri- 
bure ir to their Love to their King and Countrey, than 
to their Religion. We deny not, but there may be 


4uchrare tempers which may conquer the malignity of 


poiſon, but it would be a dangerous Izference from 
thence, that it ought not to be accounted hurtful to 
humane nature. If any ſuch have been truly Loyal, 
may they continue ſo, and their number increale : 
and ſince therem they ſo much come off trom them- 
ſelves, we hope they ,may yet come nearer to us, 
whole Religion tends as much to the ſettling the only 
ſure Foundations of Loyalty, as theirs doth to the weak- 
ning of them. And were this the only Controverfie 
between us, there need not many Books be written to 
perfwade men of the Truth of it. 

| But 
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Bur if theſe men may be believed, we can as little 
pleaſe God on the principles of our Church, as they 
Your Majeſty on the principles of theirs. A ſtrange 
Aſfertion! and impollible ro be entertain'd by any 
but thoſe who think there is no ſuch way to pleaſe 
God, as to renounce the judgement of Senſe and Rea- 
ſon. And then indeed we freely confeſs there are 
none ſo likely to do it, as themſelves. With whom 
men areequally bound to believe the greateſt repug- 
nancies toſenſe and reaſon, with the molt Fundamen- 
tal Verities of Chriſtian Faith. Asthough no Faith 
could carry men to Heaven, but that which can, nor 
only remove, but ſwallow Mountains. . Yet theſe are 
the perſons whoprerend to make our Faith Infallible, 
while they undermine the Foundations of it, as they 
advance Charity by denying Safvation to all but them- 
ſelyes, and promote true Pietyby their groſs Superſt:- 
tions. Dy all which they have been guilty of debaxcb- 
ing, Chriſtianity in ſohigh a meaſure, that it cannot but 
heartily grieve thoſe who honour it as the moſt excel- 
lent Relrgion in the World, to lee its beauty fo much 
clouded by the Errours and Superſtitions of the Ro- 
man Church. 


Thar theſe are great as well as ſad truths, is the de- 
ſignof the enſuing Book to diſcover. Which I hum- 
bly preſent to. Tour Majeſties hands, both as it is a 
Defence of that Cauſe wherein T our Majeſties Intereſs 
is {o highly concern'd, and of that Book which Your 


| Royal Fatherof moſt Glorious Memory, to highly ho- 


noured, not only by his own peruſal and approbati- 
on, but by the commendation of it to his Deareſt 
| Children 
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Children. On which account, I am more encouraged 
to hope for your Majeſties acceptance of this, be- 
cauſe it appears under the Shadow, as well as for the 
Defence, of ſo great a Name. And ſince God hath 
bleſſed Your Majeſty with ſo happy and rare a mix- 
ture, of Power, and Sweetneſs of T emper, May they 
be ſtill imployed in the Love and Defence of our Ae- 
formed Church ; which is the hearty prayer of 


Your Majeſties moſt Loyal 


and Obedient Subjeft, 


E. STILLINGFLEET. 
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PERS T' is now about a twelyemonth, Tice there. p 


& peared to the World a Book, under, the T1 
220 of Dr. Lavzd's Labyrinth, ; but, with the uft a 
FS ſincerity of thoſe perſons, pretended ro be brink: 
F& cd ſome years before. It is not the. buſinefs 
of this Prefaceto enquixe, Why if Printed then, 
it remained (o, long unpubliſlied, but to acquaint the Reager 
' ths , ) : hee” 1 14s 61, "3 
with the ſcope and deſign of that Book, and of , this which 
comes forth asa Reply to it., There are three things mainly in 
diſpute between us, and thole of the Church of Rome, Viz. Whe- 
ther they, or we, . give the more farisfattory account of the 
Grounds of Faith Whether their Charch, or ours, - be guilty of the 


\ 


charge of Schiſm 2 And; Whether their C birch be juſtly 56cu ed 
by us of introducing many Errors and Syperſtitions 3 Tn the hand- 
ling of theſe, all our preſent Debate conſiſts ; and therefore; 
for the greater Advantage of the Reader, I have diſtribiited 
the whole into three diſtin& parts : whith I chonght more com- 
modious, than carrying it on in one continued diſcourſe. And, 
leſt our Adver/aries ſhould complain, that we fill proceed in a 
deſtructive way, I have not only endeayoured to lay open the 
palpable weaknefs of their Cauſe, but to give,a. rational ac- 
count of our own Dodftrine in oppoſition to theirs. Which I 
have eſpecially done in the great Controverſie of the Reſolution 
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of Faith, as being the moſt difficult and important of any other. 
I hope the Reader will have no cauſe to blame me for falſe or 
impertinent Allegations of the Fathers, fince. it hath been ſo 
much my buſineſs to diſcover the fraud of our Adverſaries in 
that particulat : which I have chiefly done from the ſcope and 
deſign of thoſe” very Books, out of which their teſtimonies are 
roduced._ In many of the particular Differetices, I have made 
ule of ſeveral of their late Writers againſt themſelves ; both to 
letthem ſee, how much Popery begins ro grow weary of it ſelf; 
and, how unjuſtly they condemn us for denying thole things, 
which the moderate and rational men of their own fide dil- 
own, and diſpute againſt as well as we; and chiefly to unde- 
ceive the, world, as to their great prerence of Hnity among 
themſelves. Since their Diviſions are grown to fo great a 
height both at home and in foreign parrs, that the diſſenting 
parties mucually charge each other with Here/ie, and that abou 
their great Foundation of Faith, viz, the Popes Tnfallibility ; The 
Janſenſts in France, and a growing party in England, charging the 
Feſuits with Hereſie in aſſerting it, as they do them with the lame 
for denying it. As to my ſelf, I only declare, that I have with 
freedom and impartiality enquired into the Reaſons on both 
ſides, and no intereſt hath kept me from letring that ſide of the 
ballance fall, ' where ſaw thegreater weight of reaſon. In which 
eſpe, I have been ſo far from Lifſeendting the force of any 
of our Adverſaries Arguments, that if I could add greater weight 
to them, I have done it ; being as unwilling toabuſe my ſelf as 
the world. And therefore I have not only conſulred their greateſt 
Authors, eſpecially the three famous Cardinals, Baronius, Bellarmin, 
and Perron; but the chiefeſt of thoſe, who, under the name of 
Conciliators, have put the faireſt Varniſh on the Do&trine of char 
Church. However, I have kept cloſe ro my Adverſary, and fol- 
lowed him through all his windings, from which I return with 
this ſatisfa&tion to my felf, that T have vindicated his Lordſhip 
and Truth together. As to the ſtyle and way of writing I uſe, 
all char I have to ſay, is, that my deſign hath been to joyn 
clearneſs of Expreſſion, with evidence of Reaſon. What ſiicceſs. 
I have had in it, muſt be left ro the Readers judgement; I only 
deſire him to lay aſide prejudice as much in judging, as I have 
done in writing ; otherwiſe I deſpair of his doing me righr, 
and of my doing him good. For, though reaſon be tractable 
and ingenuous, yet prejudice and intereſt are invincible things. 
Having done thus much by way of Preface, Iſhall not derain 
thee longer, by a particular Anſwer to the impertinencies of our 


Authors Preface, ſince there is nothing contained therein, but 
wha 


FX 2 —_—_— 


The Preface to the Reader. 


p—"Y Wy 


""— 


what is abundantly anſwered in 2 more proper, place. And I 
cannot think it reaſonableto abuſe ſo much the Readers Appetite, 
as to give him a tedious Preface to cloy his ſtomach. IF any, 
after peruſal of the whole, ſhall think fic to return an Anſwer, 
if they do it fairly andixationally, they ſhall receive the ſame 
civility ; if with clamor and impertinency, I only let them know, 
I have not leiſure enough to kill Fles, though they miake a trou- 
bleſom noiſe. If any ſervice be done to God, or the Church, by 
this preſent work, next to that Divine Aſſiſtance, through which I 
have done it, thou owelt it to thoſe great Pillars of our Church, 
by whoſe command and encouragement undertook it. Who 
the Author was of the Book I wy I have been the leſs ſolici- 
rous to enquire, becauſe I'Fould not betray the weakneſs of my 
cauſe, by mixing perſonal matters in debates of ſo great impor- 
tance. And, whether he be now living, or dead, I ſuppoſe our 
Adverſaries cannot think it atall marerial, unleſs they judge that 
their Cauſe doth live and dye with him: | 
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Fant E 
Of the Grounds of Faith. 
CHAP. I. 
The Occaſion of the Conference, and defence of the Greek Church. 


. C.*s Title examined and retorted. The Labyrinth found in his Book 
and Doittrine. The occaſion of the Conference about the Churches Infall:bi- 
lity. Therife of the diſpute about the Greek Church, axd the conſequences 
from it. The Charge of Hereſie againſt the Greek Church examined, and 
ſhe found, Not-guilty, by the concurrent teſtimony of Fathers, General Coun- 
cils, and Popes. Of the Council of Florence and the proceedings there ; That 
Conxcil neither General nor Free. The diſtinftion of Ancient and Modern 
Greeks, diſproved. The debate of the Filioque being inſerted into the Creed. 
The time when and the right by which it was done, diſcuſſed. The rife of the 
Schiſm between the Eaſtern and Weſtern Churches, mainly occaſioned by the 
Church of Rome. page x 


CHAP. II. 
Of Fundamentals in General. 


1 he Popiſh Tenet concerning Fundamentals, a meer ſtep to the Roman Greatneſs. 
1he Queſtion about Fundamentals ſtated, An enquiry into the nature of them. 
What are Fundamentals, inorder to particular perſons ; aud what to be own- 
ea as ſuch, in order to Eccleſiaſtical Communion. The prudence ani Moder ati- 
0a of the Church of England, iz defining Articles of Faith. What judged 
Fundamental by the Catholick Church. No new Articles of Faith can become 
neceſſary. The Churches pover in propounding matters of Faith, examined. 
What is a ſufficient Propoſition. Of the Athanaſian Creed, and its being owned 
by the Church of England. In what ſenſe the Articles of it are neceſſary to 
Selvation, Of the diſtinition of the material and formal object of Faith, as to 
Fendamentals. Hu Lordſhip's integrity, and T. C. his forgery, in the teſti- 
»ony of Scotus. Of Hereſie, and how far the Church may declare matters of 
Faith, The teſtimony of S. Auguſtin vindicared. +. Þ.4k 
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CHAP. II 


The Abſurdities of the Rowaniſ#s Dottrine of Fundamentals, 


The Churches Authority muſt be Divine, if whatever ſhe defines be Fundamen- 


tal. His Lordſhip, and not the Teſtimony of S. Auguſtine, ſhamefully abuſed, 
three [everal ways, Bellarmin not miſ-cited ; the Pelagian Hereſte condemn- 
ed by the General Council at Epheſus. {he Popes Authority not implyed in that 
of Councils. 1 he groſs Abſurdities of the diſt1uttion of the Church teaching and 
repre/catative, from the Church taught and diffuſive, in the Queſtion of Funda- 
mentals. The Churches Authority and Teſtimony in matters of Faith, diſtin- 
guiſhcd. The Teſtimony of Vincentius Lirinen(is explained, and ſhewed to be 
directly contrary to the Roman Dottrine of Fundamentals, Stapleton axd 
Bellarmin, ot reconciled by the vain endeavours uſed to that end. P. 74 


CHAP. IY, 


The Proteſtant Doarine of Fundamentals, vindicated. 


The unreaſonableneſs of demanding a Catalogue of Fundamentals. T he Creed con- 


tains the Fundamentals of Chriſtian Communion. T he belief of Scripture ſup- 
poſed by it. The Diſpute concerning the Senſe of Chriſts Deſcent into Hell, 
and Mr. Rogers his Book, confeſſed by T. C. impertinent : With others of the 
ſame nature. T. C. his fraud, in citing his Lorafhips words. Of Papiſts and 
Proteſtants Unity. The Moderation of the Church of England, compared with 
that of Rome. Her grounds of Faith juſtified. Infant-Baptiſm how far 
proved out of Scriptare alone. P- 91 


! | CHAP.-V; 


The Romaniſts way of Reſolving Faith. 


The ill conſequences of the reſolution of Faith by the Churches Infallibility. The 


grand Abſurdities of it, manifeſted by its great unreaſonableneſs in many par- 
ticulars, The certain Foundations of Faith nnſttled by it, as is largely pro- 
ved. '[ he Circle unavoidable by their new attempts. The impoſſibility of pro- 
wing the Church Infallible by the way that Moles, Chriſt, and his Apoſtles were 
proved te beſo, Of the Motives of Credibility, and how far they belong to the 
Church. 'The difference between Science and Faith conſidered, and the new art 
of mens believing with their wills, The Churches 1eſflimony muſt be, accord- 
ng to their principles, the formal obje&t of Faith. Of their eſteem of Fathers, 
Scripture, and Connuils. The rare diſtinftions concerning the Churches In- 


 fallibility diſcuſſed. How the Church can be Infallible by the aſſiſtance of the 
Holy Ghoſt, yet not divinely Infallible, but in a manner and after a fort. T.C. 


pe 


applauded for his excellent faculty in contraditting himfelf. P. 102 
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CHAP. VI. 
Of the Infallibility of Tradition, 


Of the unwritten Word, and the neceſſary Ingredients of it. The Inſtantes for it 
particularly examined and diſproved. The Fathers Rule for examining 1 radt- 
tions, No unwritten Word the Foundation of Divine Faith, In what ſenſe 
Faith may be ſaid to be Divine. Of Tradition being known by its own light, and 
the Canon of the Scripture» The Teſtimony of the Spirit, how far pertinent to 
this Controverſie. Of the uſe of Reaſon in the reſolution of Faith. T. C.'s Dia- 
logue anſwered, with another between himſelf and a Sceptick. A twofold reſola- 
tion of Faith into the Dottrine, and into the Books. Several Objections anſwer- 
ed from the Suppoſition made of a Child brought up without ſight of Scripture. 
Chriſt no Ionorammus nor Impoſtor, though the Church be not Infallible, T. C.'s 
Blaſphemy in ſaying otherwiſe. The Teſtimonies of Irenzus and S. Auguſtin 
examined and retorted. Of the nature of Infallible Certainty, as to the Canon 
of Scripture ; and whereon it ts grounded. The Teſtimonies produced by his 
Lordſhip, vindicated. ; P. 150 


CHAP. VII. 
The Proteſtant Way of reſolving Faith, 


Several Principles premiſed in order to it. The diſtinit Queſtions ſet down; 
and their ſeveral Reſolutions given. Th: Truth of matters of fatt, the Divi- 
nity of the Doitrine, and of the Books of Scripture, diſtintty reſolved into 
their proper grounds. Moral Certainty a ſufficient Foundation for Faith, and yet 
Chriſtian Religion proved to be infail:bly true. How Apoſtolical Tradition made 
by his Lordſhip a Foundation of Faith. Of the Certainty we have of the Copies 
of Scripture, and the Authority of them. S. Auguſtine's Teſtimony concerning 
Church- Authority, largely diſcuſſed and vindicated. Of the private Spirit, and 
the neceſſity of Grace. His Lordſhip's Way of reſolving Faith vindicated. 
How far Scripture may be ſaid to be known by its own Light. The ſeveral Te- 
ſtimonies of Bellarmine, Brierly, and Hooker, cleared. = P. 188 


CHAP, VIII, 
The Churches Infallibility not proved fron Scripture. 


Some general Conſiderations from the deſign of proving the Churches Infallibility 
from Scripture. No Infallibility in the High-Prieſt and his Clergy under the 
Law ; if there had veen, no neceſſity there ſhould be under the Goſpel. Of 
S. Baſil's Teſtimony concerning Traditions. Scripture leſs liable to corruptions 
than Traditions, l he great uncertainty of judging Traditions, nhea apoſtolical, 
when not. T he Churches perpetuity berng promiſed in Scripture, proves not its 
Infallibility. Hrs Lordſhip doth not falſifie A. C,*s words, bat T. C. doth his 
meaning. Producing the Jeſuits words no traducing their Order, T.C.)s m:ſe- 
rable Apology for them. The particular Texts prodaced for the Charches Infal- 
libility, examined, No ſuch Infallibility neceſſary in the Apoſtles Succeſſours, as 
in Themſelves. 1 he Sim:litude of Scripture and Tradition to an Ambaſſadour 
and his Credentials, rightly ſtated. P. 218 
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CHAP. IX. 


The Senſe of the Fathers in this Controverlie. 


The Judgement of Antiquity enquired into, eſpecially of the three firft Centuries ; 


and the reaſons for it. The ſeveral Teſtimonies of Juſtin Martyr, Athenago- 
ras, Tatianus, Irenzus, Clemens Alexandrinus, and all rhe Fathers who 
writ in vindication of Chriſtian Religion, manifeſted to concur fully with our 
way of reſolving Faith. T. C.*s Anſwers to Vincentius Lirinenſis, a Ganda- 
Vo, and the Fathers produced by his Loraſbip pitifally weak. 1 he particulars 0 

his gth. Chapter examined. 8. Auguſtin's Teſtimony vindicated, T. C.s 
nauſeous Repetitions ſent as Vagrants to their ſeveral homes. His Lordſhips 
Conſiderations found too heavy for T.C.'s Anſwers. In what ſenſe the Scri- 
pture may be called a Przcognitum. What way the Jews reſolved their Faith. 


This Controverſie, and the firſt part, concluded. | P. 243 


Pier 38 
Of Schiſm. 


CHAP. I. 
Of the Univerſal Church. 


I He Queſtion of Schiſm explained. The nature of it enquired into. Several 


general Principles laid down for clearing the preſent Controverſie. Three 
grounds of the charge of Schiſm on Proteſtant Churches by our Author. The firſt, 
of the Roman Churches being the Catholick Church, entred upouw. How far the 
Roman Church may be ſaid to be a true Church. The diſtinftion of a Church mo- 
rally, and metaphyſically true, juſtified. T he grounds of the Unity of the Catholick 
Church, .zs to Doitrize and Government. Cardinal Perron's diſtinttion of the 
formal, cauſal, and participative Catholick Church examined, The true ſenſe 
of the Catholick Church in Antiquity manifeſted from S. Cyprian, and ſeveral 


eaſes happening in his time : as, the Schiſmof Novatianus at Rome ; the caſe 


of Feliciſſimus 12d Fortunitus. Several other Inſtizces oat of Antiquity to 
the ſame purpoſe, by all which it is manifeſt, that the Unity of the Catholick 
Church had no depezzdence of the Church of Rome. The ſeveral [Teſtimonies to 
the contrary of S. Ambroſe, $, Hierom, John Patriarch of Conſtantinople, 
5. Auguſtin, Optatus, &c. particularly examined; and all found ſhort of 
proving that the Roman Charch is the Catholick Church. The ſeveral Anſwers 
of his Lordſhip to the l eftimonies of $. Cyprian, S. Hierom, S. Greg. Nazi- 
anzen, S. Cyril, aud Ruffinus, about the Infallibility of the Church of Rome, 
juſtified. From all wh:ch it appears, that the making the Roxaan Church to be 


th: Catholich, is a preat Novelty, and perfect Jeſuitiſm. Pp. 269 
CHAP, IL 


Proteſtants no Schiſmaticks. 


Scoiſm 4 culpable Separation ; therefore the Queſtion of Schiſm muſt be determined 
by enquiring into the canſes of it. The plea from the Church of Rome's be- 
122 once 4 right Church, conſidered. No meceſſity of aſſigning the punttual time 

when 
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when errors crept into her, An acconnt why the originals of errors ſeem ob- 
ſecure. By Stapletons Confeſſion; the:Romay and Catholick Church were not th: 
ame. 1 he falſity of that aſſertion inanifeſted, that there could be wo pure Church 
ſince the Apoſtles times, if the Roman Church were corrupt. No one particular 
 Charch free from corruptions ; yet noſeparation from the Catholick Church, How 
far the Catholick Church may be ſaid to.err.. Men may have diſtinf communion 
from any one particular Church, yet not- ſeparate from the Catholick Church. he 

. Teſtimony of Petrus de Alliaco vixdicated. Bellarmin ot miſcited. Almair 
full to his Loraſhips parpoſe. The Ronzaniſts guilty of the preſent Schiſmana not 
Proteſtants: In what ſenſe there can.be na juſt cauſe.of Schiſm ; and how far that 
CORLEY HS OKY caſe. Proteſtants did not depart from the Church of Rome, but were 
thruſt: out of it.T he Vindication of the Church of Rome from Schiſmn, at laſt de- 
penads upon the two falſe Principles, of her Infallibility, and being the Catholick 
Church. The Teſt1monies of $. Bernard, and S. Auſtin not to the purpoſe. 1 he 
Catalogue of Fundamentals, the Churches not erring, &c. referr'd back to their 


* proper places. by | P. 302 
| CHAP. 111. 28 


A 


Of keeping Faith with Hereticks. 


The occaſion of this Diſpute. T he reaſon why this Doctrize ts not commonly defend- 
ed : Tet all, own ſuch Principles from whence it neceſſarily follows. The matter 
of fait as to the Council of Conſtance, and John Hus, opened. Of the nature 
of the [afe-condult granted him by the Emperor, that it was not a general one, 
{alya juttitia, 6: particular, jure ſpeciali ; which is largely proved. The particu- 
lars concerning Hierom of Prague. Of the ſafe-condudt granted by the Council 
of Trent. Of the diſtinttion of Secular and Eccleſiaſtical Power, and that from 
thence it follows, that Faith is not tobe kept with Hereticks. Simancha, and ſc- 
veral others fully aſſert this Dottrine. Of the Invitation to the Council of 
Trent, axd the good Inſtructions there ; and of Publick Diſputation. p. 320 


CHAP. IVY. ; 


P” 


The Reformation of the Church of Ezz/and juſtified, 


The Church of Rome guilty of Schiſms, by unjuſtly caſting Proteſtants out of Com: 
munion. 1 he Communion of the,Catholick and particular Churches, diſtinguiſh- 
ed. No ſeparation of Proteſtants from the Catholick Church. The Devotions 
of the Church of England ayd Rome compared. Particular Churches Power to 
reform themſelves in caſe of gexeral Corruption, proved. The Inſtance from the 
Church of Judah vindicated. The Church of Rome paralleld with the te 
Tribes. General Corruptions make Reformation the more neceſſary. Whether 
thoſe things we condemn as errors, were Catholick Tenets at the time of the Re- 
formation. The contrary ſhewed, and the difference of the Church of Rome be- 

fore and ſince the Reformation. When thiags may be ſaid to be received as 
Catholick Dottrines. How far particular Churches Power to reform themſelves 
extends, His Lordſhips Inſtances for the Power of Provincial Councils in 
matters of Reformation vindicated. T he particular caſe of the Church of Eng- 
land diſcuſſed. 7 he proceedings in our Reformation defended. The Church of 
England 2 true Church. The National Synod 1 562. a lawful Synod, The Bi- 
ſhops no intruders in Queen Elizabeth's time. The juſtice and moderation of 
the Church of England i her Reformation, The Popes Power here, a for- 
eible and fraudulent Uſurpation. - P. 332 


b 2 CHAP: 
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CHAP. V. 
Of the Roan Churches Authority. 


The Queſtion concerning the Church »f Rome's Authority entred upon. How far 
our Church, in reforming her ſelf, condemns the Church of Rome. 1 he Pope's 
equality with other Patriarchs, aſſerted. T he Arabick Canons of the Nicene 
Council proved to be ſuppoſititions. The Polity of the Ancient Charch diſcovered 

from the ſtxth Canon of the Council of Nice. T he Rights of Primats and Metro- 
politans ſettled by it. 1 he ſuitableneſs of the Eccleſtaſtical, to the Civil Govern- 
ment. That the Biſhop of Rome had then a limited Juriſatition within the [1- 
burbicary Churches 3 as Primate of the-Roman Dioceſe.Of the Cyprian Privi- 
ledee ; that it was not peculiar, but common to all Primaty of Dioceſes, Of the 
Pope's Primacy according.to the Canons, how far pertinext to our diſpute. How 
far the Pope"s Confirmation requiſite to new elected Patriarchs. Of the Synodt- 
cal and Communicatory Letters. The teſtimonies of Petrus de Marca concern- 
iag the Pope's Power of confirming and depoſing Biſhops. 1 he Inſtances brought 
for it, conſidered. T he caſe of Athanaſius berzg reſtared by Julius, traly tated. 
The proceedings of Conſtantine in the caſe of the Donatifts cleared, and the 
evidence thence againſt the Pope's Supremacy. Of. the Appeals of Biſhops ta 
Rome, how far allowed by the Canons of the Church. The great caſe of Appeals 
between the Roman axd African Biſhops diſcuſſed. That the Appeals of B ſhops 
were prohibited, as well as thoſe of the inferiour Clergy. T.C.'s frand in citing 
the Epiſtle of the African Biſhops, for acknowledging Appeals to Rome. The 
. contrary manifeſted from the ſame Epiſtle to Boniface, and the other ro Coele- 
ſtine. The exemprionof the Ancient Britannick Church from any ſubjettion to 
the See of Rome, aſſerted. T he caſe of Wilfrids Appeal anſwered. The Primacy 
of England zot derived from Gregory's Grant to Auguſtine the Monk. The 
Ancient Primacy of the Britannick Church not loſt upon the Saxon Converſion. 
Of the ſtate f the African Churches, after their denving Appeals to Rome. 
Theriſe of the Pope”s Greatneſs under Chriſtian Emperours. Of the Decree of 
the Sardican Synod, in caſe of Appeals, whether ever received by the Church - 
"No evidence thence of the Pope's Supremacy, Loſlimus his forgery in ſending 
the Sardican Canons inſtead of the Niceng. The weakn:ſs of the Pleas for it, 


manifeſied. P. 357 
CHAP. VI. 
Of the Title of Univerſal Biſhop. 


In what ſenſe the Title of Univerſal Biſhop was taken in Antiquity, A threefold ac- 
ceptation of it ; as importing 1. A general careover the Chriſtian Churches, 
which is attributed to other Catholick Biſhops by Antiquity, beſides the Biſhop of : 
Rome, «s 7s largely proved. 2. A peculiar dignity over the Churches within the 
Roman Empire. This accounted thes Oecumenical, thence the Biſhops of the ſeat 
of the Empire called Oecumenical Biſhops : and ſometimes of other Patriarchal 
Churches. 3. Notins Univerſal furiſdition over the whole Church as Head of 
it, ſo never given in Antiquity to the Biſhop of Rome. he ground of the Conteſt 
about this l itle between the Biſhops of Rome and Conſtantinople. Of the pro- 
ceedings of the Council of Chalcedon, about the Popes Supremacy. Of the Gram- 
matical and Mctaphorical ſenſe of this Title. Many arguments to prove it 1m- 
poſſible that $.Gregory ſhould underſtand it in the Grammatical ſenſe.T he great 
abſurdities conſequent upon it, S. Gregory's Reaſons proved to hold againſt 
that ſenſe of it, which is admitted in the Church of Rome. Of Irenzus his op- 
poſition to Victor. Vittor's excommuzn:cating the Alian Biſhops, argues no an- 
thority he had over them. What the more powerful principality in Irenxus is. 


Rufinus 
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RuFnus his Interpretation of the 6 Nicene Canon vindicated. The Suburbi- 
cary Churches cannot be underſtood of all the Churches in the Roman Empire, 
The Pope no Infallible Succeſſour of S. Peter, nor ſo acknowledged to be by Epi- 
phanius. S. Peter had xo Supremary of Power over the Apoſtles. P. 397 


CHAP. VII. 
The Popes Authority not proved from Scripture, or Reaſon. 


The inſufficiency of the proofs from Scripture, acknowledged by Romaniſts them- 
ſelves. The impertinency of Luk. 22. 32. to that purpoſe. No proofs offered 
for it, but the ſuſpeited teſtimonies of Popes in their own cauſe. That no Infalli- 
bility can thence come to the Pope, as S. Peters Succeſſoar, confeſſed, and pro- 
ved by Vigorius, and Mr. White, The weakneſs of the evaſion of the Popes 
erring as a private Doftor, but not 2s Pope, acknowledped by them, Joh.21.15. 
proves nothing towards the Popes Supremacy. How far the Popes Authority is 
owned by the Romaniſts over Kjngs. T.C.'s beggings of the Gueftion and te- 
dious repetitions, paſt over, The Argument from the neceſſity of a living Fuage, 
conſidered. The Government of the Church not Monarchical, but Ariſtocrati- 
cal. The inconveniencies of Monarchical Government inthe Church, manifeſt- 
&d from reaſon. No evidence that Chriſt intended to inſtitute ſuch Government 
in his Church, but much againſt it. The Communicatory letters in the primitive 
Charch, argued an Ariſtotracy. Gerſons teſtimoriy from his Book de Auferibili- 
tate Papz, explaized and vindicated: S. Hieroms teſtimony full againſt a Mo- 
narchy in the Church. The inconſiſtency of the Popes Monarchy with that of 
temporal Princes. The Supremacy of Princes in Eccleſiaſtical matters, aſſerted / 
by the Scripture and Antiquity as well zs the Church of England. Pp. 418 


CHAP, VIII. } 
Of the Council of mal 


The Illegality of it manifeſted, firſt from the inſufficiency of the Rule it proceed- 
ed by, different from that of t Re General Councils, and from the Popes 
Preſidency in it. The matter of Right concerning it, diſcuſſed. In what Ca. 
ſes Superiours may be excepted againſt as Parties. The Pope Js excepted 
againſt as a Party, and therefore ought not tobe Judge. The Neceſſity af 4 

Reformation in the Court of Rome, acknowledged by Romax Catholicks. 

The matter of fatt enquired into, as to the Popes Preſidency in General Coun- 

cils, Hoſius did not preſide in the Nicene Council as the Popes Legat. 

The Pope had nothing to do in the ſecond General Council. Two Councils 

held at Conſtantinople, within two years ; theſe ſtrangely confounded. The 

miſtake made evident. S. Cyril not Preſident in the third General Coun- 
cil as the Popes Legat. No ſufficient evidence of the Popes Preſidency in 
folloving Councils. The juſtneſs of the Exception againſt the place, mani- 

efted ; and againſt the freedom of the Council from the Oath taken by the 

Biſhops to the Pope. The formof that Oath in the time of the Council of 

Trent, Proteſtants not condemned by General Councils. The Greeks and 

others unjuſtly excluded as Schiſmaticks. The exception from the ſmall 

number of Biſhops cleared and vindicated. A General Council in Antiqui- 
ty not ſo called from the Popes General Summons. In what ſenſe a General 

Corncil repreſonts the whole Charch. The waſt difference between the pro- 

ceedinrs ia the Count! of Nice, and that at Trent. The exception from 

the number of Italian Bifhops, juſtified. How far the Greek Church ana the 

Patriarch Hieremias may be ſaid to condemn Proteſtafits ; with an account 


of the proceedings between them. P. 440 
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Of the Infallibility of General Councils. 


cerning the Infallibility, and Awthority of General Councils. The fir ft 
entred upon, with the ſtate of the Queſtion. That there can be mo certain- 


= fr this tends to the ending C ontroverſies. Two diſtin Queſtions con- 


ty of faith that General Councils are infallible ; nor that the particular dce- 
. crees of any of them are ſo :, which are largely proved. Pighius his Arguments 
- againſt the Divine Inſtitution of General Conncils. 1 he places of Scripture 
. conſidered, which are brought for the Churches infallibility, and that theſe 


- cannot prove F | . 20 
' particularly anſwered. he ſenſe of the Fathers in their hizh expreſſions of 


hat General Councils are: fo ; Matth. 18. 20. ACts 15. 28. 


the decrees of Councils. No conſent of the Church as to their infallibility. 1 he 
place of St, Auſtin about the amendment of former General Councils by latter, 


i'af large vindicated. No other places in S. Auſtin prove them infallible, 
but many to;the contrary. General Conpuls cannot be infallible in the con- 


«luſion, if not in the uſe of. the means. No ſuch infallibility, without as in:- 
mediate a revelation as the Prophets and Apoſtles had : taking Infallibility 


- pot for an abſolute unerring power, but ſuch as comes by a promiſe of Divine 


Aſſiſtance preſerving from errour. No obligation to internal aſſent, but 
from immediate Divine Authority. Of the conſiſtency of” Faith and reaſon in 
things propounatd to be believed. The ſuitableneſs of the contrary Doctrine 


« 


to the Romanifts principles. p. 469 


CHAP. II. 
Of the uſe and Authority of General Councils. 


. The denying the Infallibility of General Councils takes nyt away their uſe and 
. Authority. Of the ſubmiſſion due to them by all particular perſons. How 
- far external obedience is required in caſe they err. No violent oppoſition to 
. be made avarnſt them. Rare Inconvemences hinder not the effect of a juſt 


wer. It cannot rationally be ſuppoſed, that ſuch General Councils ts are 
here meant ſhould often or dangerouſly err, The true notion of a General 


- Council explained. The Freedom requiſite in the proceedines of it. The 


Rule it muſt judge by. Great difference between external obedience, az d 
internal aſſent to the Decrees of Councils. This later unites mn in erroy, 
not the former. As great uncertainties ſuppoſing General Councils Infall:- 
ble as not. Not ſo great certainty requiſite for ſubmiſſion as Faith. Wh:- 
ther the Romaniſts Doitrize of the Infallibility of Councils, or ours, tea 
more to the Churches peace ? St, Auſtin explained. The Keyes accoratys 
to him given to the Church. No unremediable inconventence, ſuppoſins 4 
General Council err. But errors in Faith are ſo, ſuppoſina them Infallille 


- whew they are not. The Charch hath power to reverſe the Decrees of Grace 


ral Conneils. The power of Councils not by Drume Iaſtitution. The un- 
reaſonablentſs of makin? the Infallibility of Councils a:pend 0 the Popes 
confirmation. Ne-conſent among the Romanifls about the ſubjedl of Inf all:- 


bility, whether ia Pope or Council. No evidence from Soripture, Rexſon, or 


Antiquity, for the Popes perſonal Infallibility. P. 496 
CHAP, 
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CHAP. III 
Of the errors of pretended General Councils. 


The erroneous Doitrine of the Church of Rome in making the Prieſts inteatioz 
neceſſary to the eſſence of Sacraments. That principle deſtruttive to all cer- 
tainty of Faith upon our Authors grounds. [he abſurdity of aſſerting that 
Councils define themſelves to be Infallible. Sacramental actions ſufficiently di- 
ſtinguiſhed from others without the Prieſts Intention. Of the moral aſſurance 
of the Prieſts Intention, and the inſufficiency of a meer virtual Inteation. 
The Popes confirmation of Councils ſuppoſeth perſonal Infallibility, Tranſub- 
ſtantiation an error decreed by Pope and Council. The repugnancy of it to the 
grounds of Faith. The Teſtimonies brought for it out of Antiquity exami- 
wed at large, and ſhewed to be far from proving 1ranſubſtantiation, Com- 
munioa in one kind a violation of Chriſts Inſtitution. The Decree of the 
Council of Conſtance ;mplyes anon obltante to it. The unalterable nature 
of Chrifts Inſtitution cleared. The ſeveral evaſions conſidered and anſivered. 
No publick Communion in one kind for a thouſand years after Chriſt. The 
indiſpenſableneſs of Chriſts Inſtitution owned by the Primitive Church. Of 
Invocation of Saints, and the Rhetorical expreſſions of the Fathers which gave 
occaſion to it. Ns footſteps of the Invocation of Saints in the three firſt 
Centuries ; nor precept or example in Scripture as our Adverſaries confeſs. 
Evidences againſt Invocation of Saints from the Chriſtians Anſwers to the 
Heathens. The worſhip of Spirits and Heroes among the Heathens juſtifia- 
ble on the ſame grounds that Invocation of Saints is in the Charch of Rome. 
Commemoration of the Saints without Invocation, in $, Auguſtins tie, In- 
vocation of Saints as prattiſed in the Church of Rome 2 derogation to the me- 
rits of Chriſt. Of the worſhip of Images, and the near approach to Pagan Ido- 
latry therein. No uſe or Veneration of Images in the Primitive Church. 


The Church of Rome juſtly chargeable with the abuſes committed in the wor- 
ſhip of Images. =: P. 515 


CHAP. IV. 
Ot the poſſibility of Salvation in the Rom. C hurch. 


Proteſtants Conceſſions ought not to be any ground to prefer the Communion of 
the Church of Rome. How far thoſe Conceſſions extend. The uncharitable- 
nefs.of Romaniſts, if they yield not the ſame to us. The weakneſs of the Ar- 
guments to prove the Roman Church the ſafer way to ſalvation on Proteſtant 
Principles. The dangerous Doctrines of Romaniſts about the eaſineſs of ſalva- 
tion, by the Sacrament of Penance. The caſe parallel'd between the Dona- 
tiſts and the Romaniſts, in denying ſalvation to all but themſelves ; and the ad- 
vantazes equal from their adverſaries Conceſſions. The advantage of the 
Proteſtants, if that be the ſafeſt way which both parties are agreed in, mant- 
teſted and vindicated in ſeveral particulars. The Prizciple it ſelf at large ſhew- 
ed tobe a meer contingent Propoſition, and ſuch as may lead to Hereſie and In- 
fadelity. The caſe of the Leaders in the Roman Church, and others, diſtin- 
gaiſhed, The Erronrs and Superſtitions of the Roman Church, make its 
communion very dangerous in order to Salvation. Pp. 568 


CHAP. 
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CHAP. V. 


The Satety of the Proteſtant Faith. 


The ſufficiency of the Proteſtant Faith to Salvation, manifefted by diſproving the 
Cavils avainſt it, T. C,”s tedious Repetitions paſſed over. 1he Argument 
from Poſſe//ron at large conſider'd, No Preſcription allowable, where the Law 
hah antecedently determined the rieht. Of the Infallibility of Oral Traditi- 
on, Thi, contrary to th? received Dottrine of the Roman Church ; axd in it 
ſelf unreaſonable. "The Grounds of it examined. The ridiculouſneſs of the 
Plea of bare Poſſe/ſion, diſcovered. General Anſwers returned to the remain- 
ins Chapters, conſiſtins wholly of things already diſcuſſed. The place of 
S. Cyprian to Cornelius particularly vindicated. The proof of Succeſſion of 
Do#rine lyes on the. Romaniſts by th:ir own Principles. P. 581 


CHAP. VI. 
The Senſe of the Fathers concerning Purgatory. 


Th: Advantage which comes to the Church of Rome, by the Dottrine of Purgato- 
ry, therice the boldneſs of our Adverſartes in contending for it. The Senſe of 
the Ronan Church concerning Purgatory, explained. The Controverſie between 
the Greek and Latin Church concerning it. The Difference in the Church of 
Rome about Purgatory. Some general Conſiderations about the Senſe of the 
Fathers, as to its being an Article of Faith. The DoabtfulneſS and Uncertain- 
ty of the Fathers Fudzements in this particular, manifeſted by S. Auſtin the 
firſt who ſeemed to aſſert a Purgation before the day of Fudgement. Prayer for 
the Dead uſed in the Ancient Church, doth not inferr Purgatory, The Pri- 
mate of Armagh vindicated from our Adverſaries Calumnies. The general 
Intention of the Church diſtinguiſhed from the private Opinions of particular 
perſons. The Prayers of the Church reſpetted the day of Judgement. The Te- 
ſtimonies of the Fathers in behalf of Purgatory, examined ; particularly of 
the pretended Dionyſius, Tertullian, S. Cyprian, Origen, S. Ambroſe, 
$. Hicrom, S. Baſil, Nazianzen, Lactantius, Hilary, Gregory Nyſlen, 
&Cc. And not one of them aſſerts the Purgatory of the Church of Rome. 
S. Auſtin doth not contradiit himſelf about it. The Dottrine of Purgatory 
no elder than Gregory 1. axd built os Credulity aud Superſtition. The 
Charches Infallibility made at laſt the Foundation of the belief of Purgatory. 
The Falſity of that Principle : and the whole concluded. P. 591 
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FkMaYT 1 
Of the Grounds of Faith. 


CHAP. I. 
The Occaſion of the Conference, and Defence of the Greek Church. 


T. C5. Title examined and retorted, The Labyrinth found in his Book and 
Doctrine. 'I he occaſion of the Conference about th: Churches infallibility. 
The r.ſ. of the diſpite about the Greek Church, and the conſequences from it- 
{ he charge of Hereſie againſt the Greek Church examined, and ſhe found, 
Not-an:lty, by the concurrent teſtimony of Fathers, General: Councils, and 
Popes. Of the Council of Florence and the proceedings there ; T hat Conncil 
aneithr General nor Free. The diſtinition of Ancient and Modern Greeks 
d'{proved. The debate of the Filioque being inſerted into the Creed, The 
time wh-a and the richt by which it was done, diſcuſſed. The riſe of the 
Schiſz between the Eaſtern and Weſtern Churches, mainly occaſioned by the 
Ch.1rch of Rome. 


Sg S0d> 


R Hat which is thecommon ſubtilty of Malcfa&fors , to de- og , 
\ rive, if poſſible, the imputation of that faulr on the per- 
ſons of their Accuſers, which they are molt liable to be 
charged with themſelves, is the great Artifice made ule 
of by you in the Title and Deſi2z of your Book. For 
there being nothing which your Party 15 more juſtly 
| accuſed for, than involving and perplexing the grounds 
of Chriſtian Fairh under a pretext of Infallibility in your Church you 
thought you could not better avoid the 94/uzz of it, than by a conhident 
recri injnation : And from hence it is that you call his Lordſhips Book a 
L ty;:ath, and pretend to diſcover his ab/trafe trrnings, anbiginnns WIRAIR?S 
and iatr:cate Meand:r5, as you are pleaſed to ſtile them. But thoſe who 
will take the pains to ſearch your Book for the 4 ſ-overies made init, will 
find themſelves little fatisfied but cnly in zee, that no cauſe can be fo 
bad, but interclſe:} perſens wil! plead for it ; and no writing ſoclear and 
exact, buta perplexed mind will 1magine nothing but -194 7s init. And 
if dark paſſages and intricate windings , if obſcure ſenſe and perplexed 
conſequences, it uncertain wandrings and frequent ſelt-contradictions may 
make a writing be calPd a Labyrinth, Iknow no Modern Artif# who co nes 
{o near the kill of the Cretaz Artificer as your lelf. - Neither 1s this meerly 
your own fault ; but the nature of the cayſe whoſe defence you have 
| PB eſpoulcd, 
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1he Occaſion of the Conference. 


eſpouſed, is ſuch, as will not admit of being handled in any other manner. 
For you might aſlvon hope to pertwade a Travelier that his nearci{t and 
{ſafeit way was through tucha 7463z7th as that of Crt, as Convince Us 


thar the beſt and ſurett Reſolution of our Faith is ito your Ch:mch's Inf il- 


r Joi. 1.1; 5+ 
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/b:{:tr, And while you give out, that all other grounds of Chriſtian | 11th 
are uncertain, and yet are put ro ſue!1 miſerable thitts in detence of your 
own, inſtead of eſtabliſhing the Faith of Chri/t:a5, you expole Chr:/t:.22.- 
7y it {elf to the ſcorn and contempt of 4rheiſts; who need nothing more 
to confirm them in their 1z#4-/:ty, than ſuch a ſenſeleſs and unreaſonable 
way of procecding as you make ule ot, for laying the Foundations of Chr/- 


ſtizg Farth, Your great Principle being, that no Faith can be Divine, but 


what is Infallible ; and nons Infallible, but what 1s built on a Divine an! In- 


fallible Teſtimony ; and that this Teſtimony 1s only that of the preſent 
Catholick Church ; and that Church none but yours: and yet after all rhis 
you dare not fay the Teltimony of your Church 1s Diwzc, but only 7 2 
(rt and afiur 34mm. You pretend that our Laithis vain and uncertain, 
becauſe built only on Moral certainty and Rational evidence; and yet you 
have no other proot for your Churches Infallibility, but the morives of cre- 
dibility. You ofer to prove the Churches Intallibility mdependently on 
S7iptzre; and yet chalienge no other Inlallibility but wv hat cores by the 
promiſe and atiftance of the 1704-Ghoſt, which depends wholly cn the 
Fruth of the S$cy7ptrre, You ſeck to difparage S:ripture on purpole to ad- 
vance your Churches Authoritz, and yer bring your greatcit evidences of 
the Churches Authority from it. By which 4uhor ty of the £h 7h you often 
tell us that Chr//t7a2 Relizioz canonly be proved to be Intallibly true, when 
if but one error be found in your Church, her Infallibie Teltunony 1s gone, 
and what bccomes then of Chriſta Rel giou ? Andall this is managed with 
a peculiar regard to the Intereſt of your Church, as the only Carholrek Chirch, 
which you can never attempt to prove but upon ſuppoſition of the 7 71h 
of Chriſtianity, the belict of which yet you ſay depends upon your Churches 
being the 7x and Carholrck Church, Theſe, and many cther ſuch as theſe 
will be found rhic rare and cohertnt Principles of your Faith and Dottrine, 
which T have here only given this taite of, that the Reader may fee with 
what honour to your felt and advantage to your Caule, you have beſtowed 
the 7:14 of L.4yr14:h on his Lordfhips Book, 

ut yet you might be pardonable, if rather through the weakneſs of 
your Cauſe, than your ill man1gement of it, you had brought us into theſe 
amazing L741 ah; it you hadlieft us any thing whereby we might hope 
to be lately directed in our pallage through them : Whereas you not only 
endeavour to put men out of the Truc way, but uſe your greateſt induſtry 
to keep them from a poTihility of returning into it : by not only ſug. 
gelting falle Principles to them , but decrying the uſe of thoſe things 
which ſhouid diſcover their taliity, For although rhe judgement of ſenſe 
were that which the Apo/tles did appeal to (hit rhbich we have ſen and 
hard — - &lzrewenzto v0) ; although that were the greateſt and fſurcſt 
evidence to them of the Reſer7rect7cn of Chrift, although Chriſt himfelf 
Cad mea them for theur nablif and hirdu' ſs of heart, beeanſe they biliewed 
110! tha nb < had fer him ifter he was vifea ; vet according to your Prin- 
ciples men muſt have a care of relying on the judgement of ſ-nfe in mat- 
ters of Faith, Icit perchance, they ſhould not bulicve that Treat A/fſront to 
luinanc Nattye, the Doctrine of {rwfibſtamtiation. Newher arc men 
only ceprived of the pudgeinent of lenſe, but of the concurrent uſe of 
Scriptre end Reaſon; lor thoicare pictended to be uncertain,fallible, nay, 
dangerous without the Churches Infallibility: So that the ſhort of your 


groun-.s0! eltabliſ}ung Faith, is, If we will find our way, we muſt renounce 
the 
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the judgement of ſenſe and reaſon, ſubmit our ſelves and Scripture to an 
Infallible Guide, and then you tell us we cannot miſs of cur way ; when it 
15 1mpoſſible tor us to know our Gr:de,without the ute of thoſe things which 
we are bid to renounce. Theſe things laid together make us admire more 
at your confidence than izvertion 1n making the current title of your Book 
to be Dy. Laud's Labyrinth, 1n which it is hard toſay, whether your immo- 
deity or blindneſs be the greater. 

But as though you were the only Heroes for aſſerting the Chriſtian Cauſe, 
and all others but more ſubtle berrayers of it,you begin your Book witha moſt 
ingenious compariſon of the learned labours of thoſe of your Churth to the ſlate- 
ly Temple of Solomon; and the artificial but peſtiferous works of all Heretical 
Authors (1.e. all but your ſelves) to Labyrinths and intricate Dungeons. 
In which only your diſcretion 1s to be commended, in placing this at the en- 
trance of your Book; tor whoſoever looks but further into it, and compares 
it with that you pretend to anſwer, will not condemn the choice of your Si- 
militudes, but your forgettulneſs in miſapplying them. Bur it matters not 
what titles you give to the books of our Arthors, unleſs you were better 
able toconfute them : and 1t no other book of any late Proteſtant Writer 
hath been any morediſcovered to be of this intangling nature, than this of 
his Lordſhip ( whom you call o»r grand Arthor)) is by you, you may very 
juſtly ſay of them as you do in the next words, th-y are very liable to the 
ſame Reproach: In which we commend your ingenuity, that when you 
had fo lately diſparaged our Authors and Writings, you ſo ſuddenly wipe 
otf thoſe A/perſcons again by giving them the deſerved name of Reproaches. 
When you ſay his Lordſhips Book zs moft artificially compoſed, we have reaſon 
to believe ſo taira Teſtimony from a profeſſed Adverſary ; bur when not- 
withſtanding this you call ita Labyrizth, we can interpret it only as a fair 
plea for your not being able to anſwer it. . And who canblame you for cal- 
ling that a Labyrinth in which you have ſo milerably loſt your ſelf? But, in 
pity to you, and juſtice to the cauſe I have undertaken, I ſhall endeavour 
with all kindneſs and fairneſs toreduce you out of your ſtrange entangle- 
ments into the plain and cafſe paths of Truth ; which I doubt not toette&X 
by your own Clew of Scripture and Tradition, by which you may ſoon dil- 


cover what a Labyrinth you were in your ſelf, when you had thought to have 


made diredtive Marks (as you call them) for others to ayoid it. 

To omit therefore any further preface, I ſhall wait upon you to parti- 
culars; the firlt of which 1s, he Occaſion of the Conference, which (you lay) 
was for the ſatisfaction of an honourable Lady, who having heard it granted 
in a former Conference, that there muſt be 4 continual viſible company ever 
fince Chriſt teaching unchanzed dottrine, in all points neceſſary to ſalvation ; 
and findizs (it lecms) 7n her own reaſon that /ich 4 company or Church muſt 
not be fallible in its teachins, was in queſt of” a Continnal, Viſible, Infallible 
Church, as not thinking it fit for unlearned perſons to judge of particular do- 
&rinals, but to depend on the judgement of the true Church. The Queſtion 
then was not concerning a Contiznal and Yiſible Church, which you ac- 
knowledge was granted, but concerning ſuch a Church as mult be 7z#fal- 
lible 1n all ſhe teaches, (and, it ſhe be infallible, according to your do- 
trine of Fundamentals, whatever ſhe teaches is neceſſary to ſalvation Y 
which that Lady thought neceſſary to be firſt determined, becauſe, faith 
Mr. Fiſher, It was not for her, or anyother untearned perſons , to take upon 
them to judge of particulars , without depending upon the judgement of the 
true Church ; which ſeeming ro allow of ſome uſe of our own judgement, 
ſuppoſing the Churches Authority, you pervert into theſe words, Not 
__thinkinz it fit to judge, &c. but to depend, &c. But let them be as they will, 

— Wbelzpou cave greater reaſon for them, it is not material which way they 
1? B 2 pals. 
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paſs. For his Lordſhip had returned a ſuikcient Anſwer to that pretence 
(which you are content to take no notice of) in laying { ht zt 7s very fit 
the people ſbould look to«the judgement of the Church vefore they be too buſte 
with particulars. But yet neither Scripture, nor any 200d Authority denies them 
ſome moderate nſec of their own under ſtanding and judgement, epecially in things 
familiar and evident, which even ordinary capacitics may as eafily underſtand as 
read. Axd therefore ſome particulars a Chriſtian may judge without depencing. 
To which jor, having nothing to ſay, run poſt to the buſineſs of /zf/:- 
bility : for when it was ſaid, 7 he Lady deſired to rely on an Inf allible Charch, 
therein, his Lordſhip ſays, neither the Jeſaite nor the Laay her ſelf ſpate ve- 
ry adviſedly: For an Izfallible Church denotes a particular Charch, in that it 
zs [ct in oppoſition to ſome other particular Church that ts not infallible, Here 
now you begin your diſcoveries: for you tell us, be makes this his firſt crook 
ia his projected Labyrinth ; which is apparent to any man that has exes, even 
without the help of 4 Perſpettive. As leldome as Perſpif:wes are ulcd to 
diſcern the turns of Labyrinths, nothing is ſo apparent, as that your eyes 
or your judgement, were not very good when you uled this expreſſion. 
ForI pray, what cr00% or trr1s there in that, when a Laay ccmanded an 
Lafall:ble Church to her guide, to ſay, that by that queſtion ſhe ſuppoleth 
ſome particular Church as diſtinct from, and oppoſite to others, to be »fz!:- 
ble ? No, ſay you, ſhe ſought rot any one particular Church infallible ; in op- 
poſition to another Church not infallible ; but ſome Church, ſuch as might without 
danger of erroar direct her in all dottrinal points of Faith, Rarely well dt- 
ſtinguiſÞd ! Not azy particular Church , but ſome particular Church. 
For if ſhe enquired after ſome Church, which, without danoer of erronr, might 
dire her in a/l cotrinal points of” Faith, doth ſhe not thereby imply, that 
ſome other Church might bring her into danger of errour under pretence 
of directing her 1n matters of Faith ? and it this be ſoz particular fallible 
Church, the other mult be ſoxze particular infallible Church? And 1s 1t poſſible 
to conceive ſome Church that may err in directing, and ſome other that 
may not err, without lome particular Church being taken in oppoſition to 
{ome other Church ? But you would fain perſwade us that the torce of his 
Lordf{hips argument reſts wholly pox the 722portance of the particle & or an, 
nhich cannot be apptyed but to particulzrs, which you very Icarnedly dil- 
prove: whereas the main ſtrength of what his Lordſhip lays, depends up- 
on the nature of the queltion, and the manner of propoling it. For the 
Lady enquiring after ſuch a Church whoſe judgement {he might rely on as 
to the matters in diſpute in the Chriſtian world, muſt mean ſuch a Chr 
whole communion muit be known as diſtinct from other Churches which 
are zot ixfall/ible ; tor otherwile ſhe might be deceived ſtill. And if you 
give a pertinent anſwer to her queſtion, you mult ſhew her ſome ſuch 
Church as an Inf4llible Gride, which canbe no other in thiscale, but ſome 
particuiar Church conlidered as diſtinct from others. For a general an- 
wer concerning the Infallibility of the Ca7hock Chrrch, without ſhewing 
how the Infallible judgement of that Chnrch may be known, can by no 
mcans reach the caſe in hand : which doth not meerly reſpect an Infalli- 
bility inthe ſubjett, but ſuch an infallibiliry as may be a [iffcient oude 172 
all doctrinal points of Faith, When you ſay therefore, {be ncoaut av other 
thin the Umverſal viſible Church of Chriſt, you muſt tell us how the 
Univerſal viſible Church c in become ſuch an Izfallible enide 1n the matters 
in Controverſic between thoſe Churches, which yet are members of that 
Univerſal viſible Church. Yor the notion of the Uniterſal Church not be- 
ing 1n 1ts nature conlined to any one of theſe parties, but all of them 
concurring to the making of it up, can no more be an Iyfallrble enide in the 
matters in differexce, than the common notion of .1aimal can dirett us in 

| judging 


Chap. I. The Occafion of the Conference. 5 
judging what Beings are ſexſitive and what ratzozal. Therefore though 
you would fain deceive the world under a pretence of the Catholick Church, 
yet nothing can be more evident, than that in the queſtion what Church 
mult be a 9/de ia Dotrinal points of Kaith, it muſt be underſtood of ſome 
Charch as diſtin&t trom other Churches, whichought not to be relyed on as 
infallib!e guides. But the ſubtilty of this is, that when you challenge I- 
fallibility ro your Church, we ſhould not apprehend her as a particular Church, 
but as the 7rme Cathol;et Church, which isa thing lo every way abſurd and un- 
rcaſonable, that you had necd ute the greateſt Artifices to diſguiſe it, which 
yet can deceive none but ſuch as arerelolved to be deceived by them. For any 
one who h:d his eves in his head mioht diſcern without a Perſpective, as you 
ſpeak, that Chuzches of ſeveral and diſtinct Communions from each other 
were place.l in competition tor [fallrbility :; For Mr. Fiſher's next words 
are, The Queſtion was, Which was that Church ? ' Do you think he means, 
Which was that Uarverſal viſible Church? Certainly not:for the nature of the 
Queſtion ſuppoles ſeveral Churches: now I think you do not believe, there 
are ſeveral Uniwerſil viſible Churches, And it immediately follows, 4 
Þ'rieas of the Ladies would needs defend that not only the Roman, but the Greek 
Church was riaht ; to which Mr. Fiſher anſwers, That the Greek Church had 
erred 12 matter of Dottriae. Can any thing be more plain than that this 
Lneſtio2 doth relate to Chnrches contidered everally and as under diltinct 
Communions and Denomunations ? And therefore notwithſtanding your 
pitiful pretences to the contrary, this Queſtion can be no otherwiſe under- 
ſtood than, as his Lordſhip ſaid, of /cxze particular Infallible Church, iz oppo- 
ſition to ſore other particular Church which is not Infallible. And it you judge 
eh1s a2 aff: Fed mmrſtake as you call it, your diſcerning faculty will be as liable to 
Queſtion as your Churches Intallibility. 
That you might ſeem to avoid the better the force of his Lordſhips fol- $. 4. 

lowing dilcourle again{t Be/lazzize about the Infallibility of the particu- 
lar Ch:rch of Rome ; you firſt tell us, {hat :t 1s ſufficient for a Catholick to 
believe that thu is an Infallibility ia the Church, without further obligation to 
exam wbether the particular Church of Rome be infallible or zo. Which is 
an egregious picce of Sophiltry, For, put caſe a man believes the Catho- 
lick Church of all 4zes Intallible, but not of any oze particular Age lince the 

Apoſtles times ; ſuppoſe a man believe the Catho/rck Church of the preſent Age 
Infallible, but not of a»y one particular Communion but as it takes in thoſe 
common truths whercin they arc all agreed; will you fay this 1s ſuftict- 
ent tora C:2h9/:c{ to believe without obligation to examine further ? If you 
will, ſpeak it our, an, I dare ſay, you ſhall not have much thanks at Rome 
when you have done it. But the myſtery 15, If a man believes the Romaz 
Church only, to be the Carholick Church, it is no matter whether he enquires 

whether the Cathorce Chrch be only at Rowe or no. It 1s not the place, 
but the communion of the Roz2az Church which is now enquired after in 
the queition of 12f//;6:1;ty ; although I cannot ſee but thoſe places out of 
the F.:th:rs which are produced to prove the Rowzax Church Infallible, will 
hold tor the continuance of that Infallibility in that particular place of 

Rome. For St. Cyprian ſaith expretly of the Romans, _ 4 PF 

/ , a Nawvigare audent ad Petri Cathearam, &f 
that they are {ch to whom Perfidia (what ever be meant &F;c1am princivalem, &c. nec rogitare, 
by 1t) cannot have acceſs. St. Jerome ſaith, The Roman tos ifſe Romanos ad quos perfidia habeve non 
Faith aamits no drceits into it, Greoory Naztanzent , es by 1 yg nad refighas 
that Rome retains the ancient Faith. Not that I think YPCIpere. Hicrony. Apol. 3. c. Ruit. 
any of theſe places do in the leaſt import the Intallibi- ang 1. ng Greg. Nazianz. 
Iity of the Roman Church ( as will be ſhewed in its 4 : 
| proper place) but that, on ſuppoſition that Izfallib:/ity were implyed in 
them, they would hold for the 1f/{14:1iry of the particular Roman Church, 

And 
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And therefore Be{larmin underſtood what he did when he produced theſe 
places to that purpoſe, eſpecially the Apoſtolrcal See remaining at Rome, as 
he ſuppoſeth himſelf in this part of the Q#eſtio- which he there diſcuſfeth. 
Either therefore you mult atſert that which his Lordſhip learnedly proves, 
vis. That no ſuch thing as Infallibility is intended by any of theie Cira- 
tions, or elſe that it _ extend to the particular Roman Church. And 
when you deny this 70 be an Article of Faith among Catholicks, that the par- 
ticular Roman Church (the Apoſtolical Sce remaining there) Infallible, 
prove at your leiſure from any of theſe Citations that the Church within the 
Roman Communion is Infallible and not the particular Romax Church. And 
from what hath been hitherto ſaid, I am fo far from ſuſpecting his Lord- 
ſhips candonr, as you do, that I much rather ſuſpect your judgement, and 
that you are not much uſed toattend to the Conſequences of things, or elſe 
you would not have deſerted Bellarmiz in defence of fo neceſſary and perti- 
nent a point as the 1nfa/lib:lity of the particular Church of Rome. 

Secondly, You anſwer to his Lordſhips Diſcourſe concerning Be/l/armtin's 
Authorities, That you cannot hold your ſelf obliged to take notice of his pretend- 
ed Solutions, till you find them brought to evacuate the Infallibility of the Catho- 
lick or the Roman Church in its full latitude, as Catholicks ever mean it, ſave 
when they ſay the particular Church of Rome. But taking it in as full a Lati- 
tudeas you pleaſe, I doubt not but to make it appear that the Roman Church 
is the Roman Church ſtill, that is, a particular Church as diſtintt from the 
Communion of others, and therefore neither Catholick nor 1zfallible : which 
I mult refer to the place where you inſiſt upon it, which I ſhall do without 
the imitation of your Vanity, in telling _ Reader as far as ezghthly and 
{iftly what fine exploits you intend to do there. But uſually thoſe who brag 
moſt of their Valour before-hand ſhew leaſt in the Combat, and thus it will 
be found with you. I ſhall let youtherefore enjoy your felt in the pleaſant 
thoughts of your noble intendments, till we come to the tryal of them ; and 
{ocome to the preſent controverſie concerning the Greek Church. 


The Defence of the Greek Church. 


It is none of the leaſt of thoſe Arts which you make ule of for the perplex- 
7ng the Chriſtian Faith, to put men uponenquiring after an Ifa/{blc Church, 
when yet you have no way to diſcern which is ſo much as a ?rue Church, bur 
by examining the dod7rize of it. So that of neceſſity the rule of Faith and 
Dottrine mult be certainly known, before ever any one can with ſatery de- 
pend upon the judgement of any Church. For having already proved that 
therecan be no other meaning of the Queſtion concerning the Church, as 
here ſtated, but with relation to ſome particular Church to whoſe Commu- 
ion the party enquiring might joyn, and whoſe judgement might be re- 
lyed on; we ſee it preſently follows in the debate, Which was that Church ; 
and it ſeems, as 1s faid already, a Fried of the Ladies undertook to defend 
that the Greek Church was right. To which Mr. Fiſher an{wers, That the 
Greek Church had plainly chanzed, and taught falſe in a point of Dottrine con- 


 cerning the Holy Ghoſt : and after repeats it, that it haderred. Before I come 


to examine how you make good the charge you draw up againſt the poor 
Greek Church in making it err fundamentally, it is worth our while to con- 
ſider upon what account this diſpute comes in. The Inquiry was concern- 
ing the True Church on whoſe judgement one might ſafely rad in Rel7- 
g1/0u. Itleems, two were propounded to conſideration, the Greek and the 
Roman, the Greek was rejetted becauſe it had erred : From whence it fol- 
lows, that the diſpute concerning the Truth of Do#rize mult neceſſarily 
precede #h4t of the Church: For by Mr. Fiſhers confeſſion and your own, A 

Church 
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Church which hath erred c:nnot be relyed on ; therelſore men mult be larished 
whether 2 Chrrch hath erred or no, betore they can judge whether ſhe may 
be relyed on or No. Which being granted, 211 the w hole +azrick of your 
Book falls to tl: c ground ; for then x. Men muſt be Infallibly certain of the 
9r0n4s of {-::th antece dently to the 7-/{iz20277 of the Church : tor if they be 
to > judge of a Cnr by the Do#&trie they mutt in order to ſuch a judg gement 
e certain what that {ore 15 whi ch they muſt judge of rhe Ch.:zcþ by. 
2. No Ch» can be known to be 1z://:b/r, unlels it appear to be ſo by thar 
Do#rine which they are to examine the truth of the Church by, and thcre- 
fore no Ch.rcb can be known to be Infallible by the 0tives of credibility. 
3. No Chr ch ought to be relyed on as 1f::ble, which may be found guil- 
ry of any crrour by comparing it with the Dottrine which we are ro try Ts 
by. Tireuline you mult fiſt prove your C47 not to have erre4in any 
partictuar ; tor 1 ſhe hath, it 15 impotible the ſhould be Infallible : and 


not think t ro ; ny that [IC beth 19t rr-a becaule the cannot, » 0 1Ng ; the 


os _ oy wePog ook the matrer to 6. ed 15 le eribry : pil it w 
Script ure May al: | mult decide that, Why may it not as well all the reſt ? 
6s. Every mins z7e:ſon proce-ding according to this rl of Fzirh muſt be 
letc his Jrudoe in »11ttcrs of Rel*:104, And whatever inconveniencies you 
40 imagine to attend upon this, chey inmediatcly and neceflarily follow 
tron your procecaing with the Greek Cheb by excluding her becauſe ſhe 
hath erred, which while we are in purſuit of a C/rch can be determined 
by nothing but cvery ONeS pa: ticular reaſon. 6. Then I»z4wextals do 
not depen 4 upon the Ch:rches 4 clarttioz. For you aſſert the Greet Chvrch to 
err fund amentally, and that this may be made appear to one who is ſeeking 
after a Ch:1rch. Suppole then I inquire, as the 1.24; did, after a Church whoſe 
judgement I mult abſolutely depend on, and ſome mention the Greek and 
others the Rowm Chirch: You tell me, Ir cannot be the Greek, for that 
hath erred ſmn4i3tally, Tinquirc how you know, luppoſing her to err, that 
it is a fundamental errour? will you anſw er me, beeanſe the tra Charch 
hath declared it tobe a fund ata errour ? but thar was it I was ſeeking for 
Which that Chr ch 1s, which may declare what errours are {1 \nfamental 
and what not? It vou tell me 1: zs yorrs, [ may ſoon tel: you, Yeu ſeem 
to Inve a greater kindneſs for your Ch:rch than row /17, and venture to 
Ipeakan, thin for the ſike of it. Thus we ſee how finely you have be- 
trayei your vv hole Caulc in your firſt onlet, by fo rude an attempt upon the 
Greek Church. 
fond truly it was much your concernment, to load her as much as you 

can : For tho: 19h ſhe naw wants one of the great marks of your Ch:rch 
( which yer you | know not how long Your Chaved may enjoy ) v/s. o:trard 
{ol-nlour aid bravery, Yet YOu cannot deny, but that Chrch was planted by 
the Avoſtl-s, enjoyed a continual Scc2/70u from them, flouriſhed with SG 
number of the /-z-þ rs exceeding that of yours, had more of the Conc! 
of greateſt credit in it, and, w hich is a commendation {till to ir, it den: 
more parity yer a Its perſec utins than your Chyrch w ithall its extern 
ſolendour. But (he hath errid concernins th: Holy Ghoſt, and therefore hith 
loft it. A od cenſure which his Lordſhip rebukes Mr. F:/h-r tor citing 
Kins James fo boldly for : bt two ways it may be taker, he adds. 1. To of: 
[ «h affiſt. me as pr: fcrves from all errour. 2. Or elle from all funianental 
errour, thisxtherefore, his Lordſhip truly ſaith, zs ax erroar of the firſt fort 
ard xot of tne Witter, 
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27 Paſſing by therefore his Lordihips expreſſions of his mod-lty, v hich it 
an e707 15 One 304 axe like rob. fecured from and his cautious exprel- 
ſions concerning the Greex Chrrch which he Iighly ſhewed his * {40724 1h 
we come to conſider how you prove the Ureet C#7c4 guiity of fundam.n- 
tal errour. You ſay, To. pals by his tr fling, and make vajj9 ir th, I won- 
der not to {ce you reflet on his | ordſhip tor his oz/?y, con dering how 
little of it you ſhew tou ards him; let us then wake ray 100, bat 1t 15 to 
ſee you and [7.4h combat together. It 5 to be conſidered, lay you, 1» t 
P. 5. n. 4 now for many h:adred years, the n hole Lat:ae Charch hath decreea 1nd b lieved 
zt to be flat H-reſie in the Greeks; and the $4 decreed the contrary tob: an HY ſte 

in the Latin Charch, and both together condemnrd the opizton of the Grecians Js 
Heretical in a General Counc'l ( in Florentino) how th. bears it any few 

of probability, v hat ſome few of yeſterday ( forced to it by an impoſſibil ty of other- 

niſe avoiding the ſtrenzth of Cathol:c arguments againſt them ) «ffirm, that 

the matter of this Controverſic was ſo ſmall and incouſiderable, that it is not ſf- 

ficient to produce an Hercfie on either ſide? Is wot this to make all the Chrches 

of Chriſt-ndome for many hundred years quite blind, and thef:lves only wear 

and ſharp-ſizhted ? which ſwing preſemption what [p:r't it argues, and whence 

it proceeds, all thoſe who "11ve _ from St. Auguſtin that Prid: is the 

mother of Herefi , will eaſt!» collect, 1 grant this ſpeech of St. 4:2 -/t » to 

be true; only let itbe added, that Pr le rs lk { te Moth r of mik-ng 

H r«ſi-s, as will appear 1o this preſent Controverlic ; and whether we, vw ho 
vindicate the Ure « Chrrcb from Hereſir, or you who wv ould hnd the L5// 

againft her (to keep her from any rivallhip with your Church) be more 
guilty of Pr:dc will be ſoon diſcovered ; bur ſure you believe us nor o ly ro 

be m: 2 of yeſterda", but to kno nothing who ſhould ſentence the wreck Cl.z ch 

for H: r:ſic upon ſuch teeble pretences as theleare. I kno 1 not what »r-- 
ſ[{:mmption that can be, to ſay, Ven may be too forward on both ſides in calling 

each other H-r-tic&s, and it may be not fo much their B/ 22: [s, as i'r: te 

and Paſ/ioz x hich may make them do it. Bur it they will condemn that 

tor Hereſis, which 1s not ſo made appear to. be upon any evicience from 
Scripture and Rea", they were not lo blind in defining it, as we ſhou. d 
be in following their judgement without ſurther examination. Bu? th's 
was for many h+adred years. The more to blame they, for continu:ng in ſo 
raſhjucgements ſo long, if it appear ſo. Bur it is well {till you tell us, 
that xs the Latin Church condemaed the Greek for Hereſi, the Greek cond. mma- 
ed the Latin for it too. And lo by your own rule the one was as blind as 
the other. But the Latin Ch:rch had th: right to determine H-r(i-, and the 
Greek had wot. Thus is the queition, Which Church mult be relyed on for 
= ur) and it they mutually condemn each other, we mult have a 
higher r4/e to judge of both by. Bt ſtill, Is it not am Arenment, th: it is 
a Herefie of one ſide or the oth r, becauſe each party condemns the other of He 
reſi ? Juſt as much, as if two men fall out an.| call each other Kzaves, it 
muſt be granted, that it both be not, yct at lealt the one of them is ſo. 
Elrefie being grown the ſcoldins nord in Reilivion ; and no two parties can 
differ,but they leek to faſten this reproach on cach other. It one ſhould bring 
greater evidence than the other of his Ka:werr, he ought to be more accoun- 
ted ſo. No otherwiſe can it be here; if ſufficient proot be brought of Herelie 
on the one [ide and not the other, that party may be looked on as more guil- 
ty: but ſtill remembring, that the more confident a Frmation, the pre- 
tence to greater honeſty and power, be nor tken for the only evidences 
of it : AsI doubt it will appear in our preſent caſe. Bur ſti'] ſuppoſe, 
thatof rv omen who have ſo reproached e:ch other, the one of them be- 
Ing fallen into diſtreſs and poverty, and not hoping for relief but from the 
other perſon, and he denying it, unleſs he bu content by joynt-conſcnt to 
| be 
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be proclaimed Kzave, which he through his neceſſity yielding to, but 
aſſoon as that is over declaring on what account they agreed ; Muſt this 
man be more pitied for his Neceſſity, or condemned tor his Knavery ? 
Juſt ſuch I ſhall make it appear, that which you call condemning the Gre- 
rians as Heretical in a General Conncil at Florence, to have been and no 
otherwiſe. 

But I come to a cloſer examination of this Subject to fee with what $. 7. 
Juſtice you charge the Greek, Cherch, either with Hereſie or Schiſoz ; For 
both theſe you accuſe it of in this Chapter. Two things were the moſt in 
diſpute between the Greek and Latin Churches, the one was the Doi#rine of 
the Proceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt from Father and Son, the other was concern- 
ing the additioz of the Filioqn2 tothe Creed. And although the Grez#s in their 
debates at Ferrars would nor meddle with the Doctrine, before the Latins 
could clear themſelves concerning the adaitioz,which they laid was the main 
cauſe of rhe Conteſt between them ; yet I am content to follow your me- 
thod and handle the other firſt, Your diſcourſe concerning the firſt con- 
fiſts of two parts, Proofs and Anſwers ; Proofs of their Hereſie, and Ay- 

ſwvers to his Lordſhips Araumerts againſt it. The Proofs are double, the 
one from Authority, the other from 7 heological reaſon. Through every of 
theſe particulars I ſhall follow you, and from them I doubt not to evince, 
that the Greeks are not guilty of the faults you lay to their charge. | 

We have already ſecn what your Proots from Authority are ; their con- 
demning one another for Hereticks, and the Greeks being condemned by a 
General Council, If Ican therefore prove that the Greeks opinion was not 
accounted an Hereſi- before the Conncil of Florence, and that it did not 
become a Hereſie by the Council of Florence, T ſhall ſufficiently diſcover the 
weakneſs of your Arguments from authority. 

1. That it was not accounted a Hereſie before the Council of Florence ; 1 
mean not, that there were no hot-brain'd perſonsin all the time of the ditte- 
rence, who did not brand the Greek Church with Hereſte, but that it was ne- 
ver accounted a Hereſ#., by any of thoſe whom your ſelves account the on- 
ly competenr Judges of Hereſi: ; and thoſe are either the Fathers, or Popes, 
cr Concils :; which I prove in their order. 

1. That it was not accounted Hereſie by the Fithers; which will be pro- 
ved by theſe rwo things. 1. Becaule it 1s very doubtful whether many of 
the Fathers did believe the Procefſion of the Holy Ghoſt trom the So or no. 
2. Becaule thoſe whodid believe it, did not condemn thoſe of H-ref: who 
did not. 

1. That it is very doubtful whether many of ehem did believe the Pro- 
ceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt from the Son or no; at leait, fo far as to make it ax Ar- 
ticle of Faith; for 1. There are clear teſtimonies that they make it unnecel- 
fary to be believed. 2. The teſtimonies which ſeem to ſay, That they did 
believe it, do not neceſſarily imply that they did. 

I. That there are clear teſtimonies, that they did not account it a thing neceſ- 
ſary to be believed : both becauſethey in terms aſſerted the nature of this 
proccffion to be incomprehenſible, and withal, did as clearly affirm the behef 
of that, which doth not imply this proceſſion to be ſuÞicient for ſalvation. 
I. 1 hey in terms aſſert, that the myſtery of this Proceſſion is incomprehenſible. 
And can you, or any reaſonable man, imagine they ſhould make the man- 
ner of that Proce/zozto be an article of Faith, whuch they acknowledge to 
Le abſolutely beyond our apprehenſion? I grant, Something ſuppoled by 
them to be /2:9mprebenſible 1s made an article of Faith: but then it is not 
that which is ſuppoled as zzcompreheaſible under that notion, which is made 
ſo; but the 7h7x2 it /// which may be izcomprehenſible ; yet being clearly 
revealed in Scriptr;e, ought to be belteved, notwithſtanching that incon- 
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prehenſibility of it : As the myſtery of the Trinity it lelf, the Eternal Gene- 
ration of the Sozr, the Proceſſion of the Spirit from the Father, cc. But then 
I fay, theſe things are ſuch, as are cither declared by them to be exprelly re- 
vealed in Scripture, or necelarily conſequent from ſomething ſuppoſed to 
be ſo. As for inſtance, ſuppoſing the '/ 7427ty in Vpzty to be lomething di- 
vinely revealed, whatever is necellarily conſequent from that,and is neceſla- | 
ry to be believed in order to that, though it be /zcomprehenſible, mult be be- 
leved ; as, Suppoſing theſe two things clear from Scripture, that there is 
but one true God, and that there are three Perſozs, who have the Name, 
Properties, and Attributes of God given to them, though our reaſon be too 
ſhort to fathom the manner how theſe can have three diſtin& Sbſift-nces, 
and yet but one £fſexce, becauſe our reaſon (7. e. all thole conceptions which 
we have formed in our mind from the obſervation of things) doth tell us, 
that Thoſe things which agree or diſagree in a third, agree or diſagree one with 
another , and from thence it would inferr, that, if the Father be God, and the 
Sor God, there could be no ditterence between Father and $9 ; yet this 
being meerly as to the connexion of two propolitions, both of which 
are "ow ©; 6 diſtinaly revealed in Scripture; we are bound in this 
caſe to believe ſuch a Conmnexioz, becauſe both parts are equally reveal- 
ed by an I»fallible Teſtimony, though the Mode of that Conmexion be 
to us [ncomprehenſible : But it is not ſo, where neither clear Revelati- 
on, 1ior a neceſſary Conſequent from ſomething which 1s divinely re- 
vealed doth inforce our belief of it. As in our preſent caſe: Since we 
ſuppole it revealed in Scripture, that Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt are 
God, whatever is neceſſary to the belief of that, though 77comprehen- 
ſible, we ought to believe it : but if there be ſomething without which 
I may believe the Dezry of the Father, Son and Spirit, and this not clear- 


ly afferted in Scripture, but is a thing in it ſelf incomprehenfible, that 


cannot be made a neceſſary article of Faith : Thus that the Sprrir doth 
proceed from the Father ſeems neceſſary on both accounts, as conſequent 
upon the beliet of the Tx:z:y in Vzity, and as clearly expreſſed in Scye- 
pture: but that the Spzrzt ſhould proceed from Father and Son as from oze 
principle , that they ſhould communicate in an action proper to their 
Subſiſtences, and yet be diſtinguiſhed from each other in thoſe S»b/7- 
ftences, and agree only in Efſexce, (and if the Sprrit proceeds not from 
their Subſiſtexces, but from the Eſſence, the Spirix mult proceed from it 
lelf, becauſe that is common to all three ;) theſe things being in them- 
ſelves ;»comprehenſible, and not neceſſary to the belict of the Diviniy 
either of Sozz or Holy Ghoſt, nor pretended to be clearly revealed in Scr:- 
pture, cannot be ſaid to make a neceflary article of Faith, the denyal of 
which muſt ſuppole Hereſte. And therefore that which is the only Ob- 
jection in this calc is removed, viz. that this Proceſſion of the Spirit from 
the Father is incomprehenfiblc, and yer ſuppoſed to be an article of Fazth ; 
tor that I have already ſhewed is nog revealed in Scripture , that 
the Spirit doth proceed from the Father. Pur neither is the proceſſion 
trom the $9 neceſlary to the belief of the Derry of the $02; for if it 
were, it would be as neceſſary to the Deity of the /Holv Ghoſt that the 
Sox {ſhould be begotten by the S$prrir ; neither doth it follow from any 
place of Scripture, for all thoſe places which are uſually brought aic 
very capable of ſuch interpretations, as do not at all infer it; . from 
hence then it follows, that thoſe who upon theſe terms acknowledge 
this Proceſſion incomprehenſible, do therein imply that the belief of 
. _ article neceſſary to ſalvation, and therefore the denyal no 
crclie. 
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If 
Now for this we have the cleareſt teſtimonies of ſuch who were the 
oreateſt and moſt zealous aſſertors of the Dottrixe of the Trinity. Athana- 
ſfras ſaith exprelly, That it is ſufficient to know, that the 4 | DL - 
"Apr ivorray Tr Wh Kild 1& 631 78 


Spirit is no creature, nor 10 be reckoned among Gods 
works ;. for nothing of another nature is mingled with the 
Trinity, but it is undivided, and like it ſelf ; Theſe things 
are ſ+fficient for believers. But, ſaith he, when we come 
h ther, the Chernbims vail their faces ; but he that inquires 
and [arches into more than theſe, neglects him that hath 
ſaid, Be not wiſe overmuch, &c. If it be ſufficient to 
know, th :t the Spirit is no creature, 1t cannot be neceſ- 
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{ary to believe, that the Spirit proceeds from the Son : for they who do not 
believe that, do firmly believe the Dezty of it. - And if whatever goes be- 
yond that, goes beyond the bounds which God hath ſet us, then certainly he ne- 
ver dreamt that men ſhould be condemned for H-refie as to ſome —_ 
which cannot be ſuppoſed to be withinthem. Tothe ſame purpoſe ſpeaks 
St. Baſil in ſeveral places, acknowledging the Proceſſor 
of th: Holy Ghoſt to be a thing inexplicable, and when the 
H-:ret 'c&s enquired of him What kind of thing that Pro- 
ceſſion was, when the Spirit was neither dy,uvures, nor yet 
32v]3;, all the anſwer he gives them, 1s, 1f there be 
ſuch multitudes of things in the world which we are ignorant 
of, what ſhame is it to confeſs our ignorance here ? Andif it be here our duty 
to confeſs our ignorance, it is far from 1t to be Magiſterial and defini- 
tive, that unleſs men acknowledge every purnitilzo, they are guilty of Here- 


Ei 5 moat £3 v366 5 I MUCIOTAAIIG 
Tay £YV@0MUhvoy 6G Ta d)n05away7l NE 
pe1d Toayioy W weft To Tpbgs © \aap” 
Foas Te dyis mv SuaTHs THIv etlvduyoy 
a yv2ey dvinrailgyylus ofalAIY £455 Baſil. 
De Spir. Santo. c, 18. 


lic and fundamental Errors. St.Gregory Nazianzene men- 
tioning that Queſtion, What this Proceſſion is ? returns 
this Anſwer, ell me firſt what it is for the Father to be 
unbegotten, and I will explain the Generation of the Son, 
and Proceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt; that we may both there- 
in ſhew our folly, whopry into theſe Divine myſteries and do 
not know the thinss which are before our feet, And elfe- 
where, If we enquire into theſe things, what ſhall 
we leave to them, whom the Scripture tells us alone 
know and are known of each other ? St. Cyrill requires of 
men, 7 9 believe his Berne, and ſubſiſtence, and dominion 
over all; but for other thinss not to ſuffer the mind to go 
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beyond the bounds allotted to humane nature, Theſe ſpoke p,cyal. 12. Tom. 5. P. 2, 


like wiſe mex, and the true Fathers of the Church, who | 
would have men content themſelves with believing meerly what was neceſ(- 
fary in theſe deep and incomprehenſible myſteries, and not to make 4r:/- 
cles of Faith of ſuch things which are not made neceſſary, cither by de- 
duction of Reaſon, or clear Divine Reve/ation. Although therefore I 
{ſhould grant, that ſome or all of theſe, did themſelves belicve this Proce//- 
on from the Soz, yet hereby it appears they were far from impoling it upon 
others, or making ita Hereſie in any not to believe it. They faw well theſe 
were not things to be narrowly ſearched into, but as the Phzlofopher faid of 
ſome kind of Hellebore, taken in the Iump it is Medicinal, but beaten into pow- 
der is danoeronus, 18 true of theſe moreabſtruſe myſteriesof Religion ; tor 
whoſoever will endeavour to fatisfie himſelf concerning them from the 
ſtrange niceties and ſubtilties of the Schools, may return with greater 
doubts than he went to them. For not to go beyond our preſent Subject, 
whoſoever would examine the way they take to make the Proceſſion to be 
immediate from the Father and the Sox, ſo as to be from one principle, to 


ſhew how the Spirir comes from both by the ſame numerical /9:yarcon ; but 
; C 2 moſt 
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moſt of all, when they come to make diſtinctions between the Gezer ati07: 
of the $92, and the Proce//ioz of the Holy Ghoſt, (of which no lels than nine 
Prer-Tvo% are recounted and.rejected by Peravizs out of the Fathers and Schoolmer, 
13, 14.7,2. and the laſt which he reſts in, which is the com:non one of the Schools, viz. 
That the one is per modum Intellectics, and the other per moinm Amoris, as 
unſatisfattory asany, there being ſo valt a diſproportion between the moſt 
immediate acts of our ſouls and theſe emanations ) will ſce much greater 
reaſon to commend the Wiſdome of thole Fathers, who fought to repre!s 
mens curioſity as to theſe things, and as muclr to condemn you, who arc 
ſoapt tocharge whole Churches with Hereſic, if they come not up to cvery 
thing which you ſhall pronounce to be an A72zcle of Faith, 

$.%, #2. Itisplainfromthe Fathers, 7 hat they made the belief of tht to be ſuf- 
fictent ſor {ulvation, which doth not imply this Proceſſion froze the Son , whuch 
is, that the Holy Ghoſt doth proceed from the Father: It theretore they 
often mention the Proce//iox from the Father , without taking notice of 
the Proceſſion from the Son, and when they do lo, ailert the luthciency 
of the belief of that for Salvation ; there cannot be rhe leatt ground to 
imagine that they looked on the Proceſſion from the $02 as a neceſſary 
Article of Faith. We lee before, Athanaſius made no more necellary , 
than the belief of the Drvi/z:ty of the Holy Ghoſt; and inthe ſame diſcourle, 
where he ſpeaks exprelſly what the Orthodox opinion was of the Holy 
Ghoſt, heſays no more, but, Jf they thought well of the 
Er 7 £op00uy og9os ae 75 a'y% #285 Mord, they would likewiſe of the Spirit , which proceeds 
© 5 raps a mareds Lrareerar, Jſrom the Father, and is proper to the Son , and 15 given 
PCs Vis 1d\toy os Tag v2 (47 & 4- by him tO the Diſciples, and all that believe OF him. In 
ecTa1 Tots pamnrasy x2 F277 705 yyhich words there is nothing but what the Greeks to 

TICeU8STIY Hs atT5y. Athanal, c. Serapl. . 5 : : 
ubi ſupr, this day do molt freely and heartily acknowledge , 
viz. That the Holy Ghoſt proceeds from the Father, and 
is the Spirit of the Sou, being given by him to all that believe. Many other 
Teſtimonies are produced out of him and therelt of the Greet Fathers, by 
the Patriarch Hieremias in his Anliver to the Hirteabere Divine, by bar- 
CS Epheſins in his mo in the Corp: of Florence, by G FOCOFUS Palms 
| in his Anſwer to Beccns the Latinizine Palriirch of Con 
Acta Theo/og. Wirtenberg. P4217. Oc Rtſe2. ftantinople 1n the time of 1Mchael Poleolyons, and other 


Patrearch, . » - , 
Concil. Florent. ſoſſ. 19, 20, 21, &:. modern Defendants of the Greek Churcl, But although 
Arcudii opuſeula aurea. I do not think, that the places produced by them are 


I. ep.Cyrilli Patriarch, ad Joh. utenbogard. 


3nter epiltol. Remonſtrant. p. 402. ſufficient for their purpoſe, v7. 1 14t theſe Path rs be- 


lieved the Proceffion from the Fathr, exclſ/c1, to be an 
Article of Faith ; yet whoſoever will take the pains to compare thoſe Te- 

ſtizonics with the others produced on the other ſide by thoſe who writ in 

| defence of the Flioque, cither- Latias, as Hugo Eteriizts, Anſc la, SC. Or 

5ye pal Latinizing Greeks, fuch as Nicephorus Blemmydes, Beccns, Emannel Cal-cas 
0:04, _ andothers, will find it moſt for the honour of the Fathers, and moſt con- 
Tm.2. * fonantto Truth, toaſlert that they did not look upon this as any neceſſary 
Article of Faith, and theretore took liberty to expreſs themſelves diffe- 

rently about it as they ſaw occaſion. For ſuch different Teſtimonies are 

raduced not only of different V'athers, but of ſeveral places of the lame, 

that it will be a hard matter but upon this ground to reconcile them ro 

cach. other and themſelves: And that which abundantly confirms it, is, 

That when they fate molt ſolemnly in Courc/d to determine the matters of 

LT Faith aboutthe T7; rintty, they vere 1o far from inferring this, when they 

had juſt occaſion to doit, that they only menrion the Proceeding trom the 

Father, and determane this to be a perteC&t Symbol of Chriſtian } 21th which 

contained no more. In the firſt Nicere Creed, and that which is properly 

localled, (for that which now gocs under thar Name is the Conſtantine 

| P9112. 
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politan Creed ) there was nothing at all determined concerning the Proceſſi- 
on of th: Holy Ghoft ; and yet Athanaſins laith expreſly of the Faith there 
delivered by the Fathers according to the Scri- my ES. ad | 
ptures, 1 hat 7t ws of it ſelf Sufficient for the turning af > rap tore. kWh.” 
men from all inpiety, and the eſtabliſhment of all Chri- = mated. CeaeEure boy wh 1 
ſtim Pity. And aiterwards faith, That though cer- anc, equal Epicter. Tom, rpg" 
Fin men contunded much for ſome additions to be made : 
to it, yet the Sardican Synod would by m0 means conſent to it, becauſe the Ni- 
cene Creed was aot defeitive, but ſufficient for Piety, and therefore forbid the 
makino any aew Creed, leſt the former ſhould be accounted defetive. We 
{cethen by the Teſtimony of Athanaſivs and the Sardicaz Synod, ( which 
when it {erves your turn, as in the caſe of Appeals, you extol ſo much, and 
in defence of Z92/2 his forgery of the Niceve Canons you would have 
confounded with the /Viceze ) that the Viceze Creed without any thing at 
all concerning the Proceſſzoz of the Holy Ghoſt was looked on as fuficient to 
<alvation, and therefore certainly they did not then judge this Article of 
the Prozc//zoa to be lo necellary as you would have it be. But ſuppoſe we 
yield N2</4nzez, and the Fathers of the Conſtantinopolitan Coxncil, that Greg. Narzan. 
though this Creed was not defective as to the $92, yet there ought to be #*: a 
lomevhat added further concerning the Holy Ghoſt, upon the riſing 
of 5 {:c:404745 : yet even here we ſhall tind when they purpoſely added to 
the Article ofthe #7/y Ghoſt, they added only this touching the Proce//ion 
T2 on is mdleds Cnmpdoriwoy, which proceedeth from the Fath:r. And thus the 
Copics of the Co-//antinopolitan Creed, either in the Conneils or elſewhere 
have it, where they mention the Proceſſion at all; And when Marc 
Foheſwes in the Florentize Conmil read this Creed, the Latins took no ex- 
ceptions at all to it, but it paſſed thenas it doth {till for the NViceze Creed 
(although it much ditters trom the Original Vicexe ) , andtherefore it isa 
great miſtake of them who imagine the Article of Fi/10qe was found in 
lome Copies of this Creed, for this the Latizs never pretended in the 
Floreztize Connciil, ( but did ind. ed asto the Creed of the ſecond Co::c:l of 
Nice, but were therein much ſuſpetted of forgery by the Greeks) which 
m1ghr be the ground of that miſtake. But thar which I inſiſt on is, If 
this Article of the Proceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt from the So had been by 
theſe Fithcrs judged neceſlary , when had there been a fitter time to inſert 
it, than now, when purpoſely they added the Proceſſion to the tormer 
Creed? And yet we lee they did not judge it at all neceſſary to be inlert- 
ed. It my be you wall ſay, It was, Becauſe the Controw: rſte 4s not then 
ſtarted conceraing the Filieque ; But that can ſignifie nothing here, becauſe 
we have already ſhewed that the Fathers themſelves ſpake difterently con- 
Cerning it, and looked upon it as a thing not neceſſary to be known ; but 
the things which were upon the riling of H-reticks inſerted into the Creed, 
were ſuch as by the Fathers were judged and believed as neceiJary before 
ever thoſe Hereticks aroſe ; as inthe Caſe here of Macedozzs, tor I hope 
you will not fay it was no Herefie todeny the Divinity of the Holy Ghoſt 
till it was determined in this Oec:rmenical Conneil? For the Fathers never 
thought that they made Articles of Faith in Conzc#/s,but only declared them- 
{elves and what they betieved againſt the Hereticks which did ariſe in the 
Chr: And therefore that anſwer of the F:i/:0que not being then contro- 
verted comes tonothing.From hencewe come to the third Cecumenical Conn- 
cil,to {ee if that adds any thing concerning this Proceſſiorr,in{tead of which it 
highly confirms what was eſtabliſhed betore ; for the E:thers of that Conncil 
diſcerning at laſt the great inconveniency of making ſuch additions to the 
Creed, becauſe the Neſforians had got the art of it roo,and made a new Creed 
of their own, ( which by Chari{zzzs was brought ro the Council and _ 
/ read ) 
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Le ab read) upon which the Epheſine Fathers make an irrevocable decree 4gainſt 
part.2e Att. 6. all additions being made hereafter fo the Creed. For after they had cauſed the 
9-357: Tom. 2 Nicene, or rather the Conſtantinopolitan Creed to be publickly read (in which 
- > Sn yet ghe Article of Proceſſion was left out, as appears by that Copy which 
Marcus Epheſins produced at the Conncil of Ferraragas it is Iikewile 1n the Co- 
Concil.Florint. ries of the Epheſine Corncil) upon which they pals this det.nitive Sentence 3 
II: $4-507- | That it ſhould not be lawful hereafter for any one to produce, write, or com- 
2 : ' poſe any other Creed , beſides that which was agreed on and 
Mnd'sri eCeiy2e mgopegetry myo GU) year deſioned by the Ho! Fathers, who were met together at 
@ery, 1 ouy|if eras Eifgay mix, mupy Lg 8 J SOOT 7 A #4 s 
ndCr2y 2295 F Spicy aeligey Fey Nice by the Holy Spirit. Concerning the meanjng of 
Nue, Toe wry iy dyiv mvrv_ 4 this Decree,we ſhall fully enquire when we come'to the 
7% Concil.Eph, Part. 2. 30-6-P- 393: addition of the Filiogue. That which I take notice of it 
now for, is,not only the further ratification of what was 1n the Creed before, 
and that what was therein contained was as much as was judged necelſa- 
ry, but anexpreſs Decree made againſt all after-additions ; which doth, as 
fully as a Gezeral Conncil could do, declare that nothing elle was neceſlary 
to be believed, but what was already inſerted in the Creed : or elſe, To 
what end did they prohibit any further additions ? Tothe like purpoſe, 
the foufth Gereral Council of Chalcedoa determins, 7 hat by xo means they 
THEIR © : would ſuffer that Faith to be moved which was already 
wa f mot | #6 -—— an pr du Con. 4cfimed. 1 might proceed to the fitth and ſixth Cour- 
cil. Chalced. AR. 5. Concil. Floreric. Al. cz/s, but theſe are ſufficient. Let me now put ſome 
5" Pe $50- few Queſtions to you, Are General Councils Infalli- 
ble, or no? Yes, fay you, if confirmed by the Pope. Were not theſe 
four firſt Councils confirmed? Tes, it is evident they were. Were 
they then Infallible in all their Decrees or no, eſpecially concerning mat- 
ters of Faith? If they were, were they not Intallible in this Determi- 
nation, That it ſhould not be Jawtul to add to the Creed any thing elſe 
but what was in before? were they Infallible in declaring the received 
Creed tobe tull and ſufficient ? If > th were ſo, how comes any Article to 
become neceſſary, which was not then in the Cree4? If you ſay, The Pope 
and another Gemeral . Council have power Infallibly to contradict theſe, 
and to fay that ſomewhat elſe is neceſſary tobe inſerted into the Cr:ed, 
and to be believed 1n order to Salvation ; I muſt content my ſelf with 
having brought you to the humble confeſſion, that both parts of a Contra- 
diction may be Infallibly determined. Thus we ſee that the Fathers, whe. 
ther ſingleor joyned, in ſuch Corxci/s which are of the greateſt Authority 
inthe C hriſtian world, have been ſofar from believing or determining this 
Article of the Proceſſzon of the Holy Ghoſt to be neceſſary, ( which muſt be, if 
the denial of it be a fundamental error) that they have plainly enough cx- 
pretſed and determined the contrary. 
$- 9. 2. The next thing we come to,15, That thoſe Teſtimonies which are produ- 
ced out the Fathers, are ſo far from aſſerting the neceſſity of this Article, that 
the x» jt of them do not evidently prove that they believed it. For theſe two An- 
{wers the Greeks return tothem. 1. That they do not aſſert the Proceſſion 
of the Spzrir from the Soz, but the conſub/tantiility of the Spirit with the Sox. 
2. That thoſe which ſpeak of a Proce/ion do not mean it of an Eternal Pro- 
ceſ/ion, but a Temporal,which is the ſame with the Sprrits Miffrer. | 
1. That they do not aſſert the Eternal Proceſſion of the Spirit from the Sox, 
but the con/ubſtsntiality of the Spirit with the Sox. And therefore no more 
can be inferred from them, but only the 54050109 which the Greets conſtant- 
ly acknowledge. This they make probable by two things : 1. Thar, 
when the Fathers diſpute not with thoſe who denied the con/ub/tantiality 
of S9z and Spirit, they uſe not the Particle ex, but only ſay rhat the Spirze 
is the Sprritot the So. So Cyril exprelly, when Theodor had denied the 
Proceſſion 
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Proceſſion from the Son, he gives no other Anſwer, but this, The Holy 
Spirit doth truly proceed from God and the Father , ac- | Wi 2515 
cording to our Saviours words, but is not of another na- ExTogeiclos uk 80H F O28 Kat 1or]ges 

, - ps - To mvivue T9 ayivy x7' Þ 7% corner 
ture from the Son. We ſee he contents himſelf with gorlw,gax' tn dxatfery bh: 77 £15.Cyri, 
the acknowledgement that the Spirit 1s of the ſame na- Alexan. Tom. 6. edit. Parif. p, 229, 
ture with the Son : To the ſame purpoſe 1s another teſtimony of his.pro- 
duced by the Patriarch Hieremias; ipeaking of the Sp;rir whereby theA- 
poſtles 1pake, he ſays, Which proceeded in an inffable © (© © 
manner from the Father, bt is aot different from the Son Poa ders try Pa os 
772 regard of his eſſence. Several other te{timonies are yor. Aﬀta Theolop, Wittenberg, Reſp, 2, 
there produced by him, and elſewhere by others which Patriarch. p. 202, 
need not be here recited. 2. 'Ihat when thy ule the particle ex, it is 
againſt thoſe who denied the Conſubſtantial:ty both of the Soz and Spire ; 
and therefore Gregorins Palamas lays down this Rule, 7 hat, as often as 
the prepoſitions, eX and per, have the ſame force in Di- nel 2a 
wvinity ; they do wot denote any diviſion or differeace in Dogmat.Theolop,de Trim. T'o. 2+ 
the Trinity, bit only their conjunction and inſeparable t# # Sraigert ud # d1271ds had Þ 
union, and conſent of their wills, For which, he cites "7%, "-- PO GpanaTiay —— 27 
the famous Epiſtle of Maximus to Marinus which * © = 
was made the toundation ef the Uzioz at the Conrcil of Florence , who 
therein faith, that when the Lazizs ſaid in their Symodical Epiſtle, lent to 
Conſtantinople, that the Spirit did proceed ex jilio, they meant no more 
than to ſhew 7 ovvagis ms fo1ue 1) darappdanacler, the perfett and inſeparable Union 
of the Divine Eſſence. So when S. Baſil ſaith, that the Father djd create the 
world, 'per filinm ; he adds, that notes no more than = ivoulfor 53 Seangel &-xthe 
conjunttion of their Wills, And by this means the Greeks interpret all thoſe 
patlages of the Fathers, which feem moſt expreſs for the Spirits proceeding 
ex filio. So Marcus Epheſins tells the Latins in the Florentize Conncil, that 
when we ſay, Man comes e is #a, from the Eſſence of a man, therein is 
not implied, that the Eſſence of man 1s the produQtive cauſe of man, bur 
only it notes the > 5405911, that Communion of Eſſence which is in men ; to, 
when the Greek Fathers ſpeak ofthe Spriz*s proceeding ex Filio, that dotl1 
not imply that the $915 the Principle of Spiratzoz, but that there is a Cox- 
mon of Eſſence between the Sox and the Spiriz, So, when Athanaſius di- 
ſputing againſt the Arriazs (faith the Patriarch Freremizs ) faith, that the 
Spirit & aww 3% ws from the Son, is given to all; and that the Father 
rt 5% abs, To) avian, by the Son, in the Spirit, doth create, work, and oive 
all thinzs ; you mult conſider , that Athanaſins was then diſputing againſt 
the Arrians, who made both Sox and Spirit to be creatures : that there. 
fore he might ſhew that the Spir;# was of the ſame Stance with the 
Father and the Sox; he therefore uſeth that prepoſition ex, iyzaiges v; dpulins 
very opportunely aud conveniently, Therefore, faith he, 17 7s to be obſerved, that 
he never uſeth this but in oppoſition to the Arrians, and {uch who denied the Di- 
vinity of the Holy Ghoſt, To which purpole it is well oblerved by Spalrten- $144 2: 
fis, thar when the Fathers of the Conftantinopolitan Council did inſert into Key. r-ts; 
their Creed the Article of the Spirits Proceſſion from the Father ; they did it * 
not with a purpoſe to detine any thing concerning the Proceſs/oz asan Arti. 
cle of Faith, but that they might from thoſe words of S. Johz infer rhe 7-- 
vinity of the Holy Ghoſt, becaule it proceeds from the Father : And withal, ir 
is further obſervable, that inthe Creed, which Chariſizs delivercd into, and 
was accepted by , the Corzcil of Epheſus, all that he fays as to the 7o/y 
Ghoſt, is, And in the Spirit of | rath, the Paraclete who is goo yy aa te ny nnd. 
conſubſtaxtial with the Father and the Son. By which, that «aſoy 515% 1145 rolei 2575, Apud Aa 
which Spa/atenſis ſaith is much confirmed ; for this conc Ephel: part. 2. AG. 6.p. 350: 
Symbol of Chari{ius was accepted by the Corncil as agreeable to the Noceme 
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Creed. Thus we ſee, how probable this Anſwer of the Greeks is, That the 
intention of the Fathers in thoſe expreſſions 1s only toallert the coſub/krnti- 
ality of the Sprrit with the Father and the Soy, becauſe when rhey utzd them 
it was in their diſputes with them who denied it. And therctore Petavirs 
ſpends his pains to very little purpoſe; when going about to take off this 
anſwer of the Greeks, he only ſhews that thoſe expreſſions 2 themſlves can- 
not be confined meerly to the ſignification of the Cox/./?antial:ty of the per- 
ſons, wheteas the main force of this anſwer lies in the intention and ſcope of 
the perſons who uſed them, and the adverſaries they diſputed againſt, and 
not in the importance of the Articles themſelves. 

2. Theſecond an{iver of the Greefs, 1s, that moſt of thoſe places which 
ſpeak of the Proceſſion of the Sprrit from the Soy, are not to be under{tood 
of the Eternal Proceſſion, but of the Temporal, which 1s the ſame with the 
Spirits Miſs:0n. This , as the reſt of the Greeks, lo the Patriarchs Hieremias 
and Cyril eſpecially inſiſt upon ; the firſt in his laſt anſwer to the D-- 
vines of Wirtenberg. For when they 1n their'reply to his ſecond an- 
{wer, had produced ſeveral teſtimonies of Athanaſius, Cyril, Epiphanins, 
B:ſil, and Nazianzcn, in behalt of the Spirits Proceſs;ox trom the Sox; he 
wonders at them, that leaving the plain and clear places both of Scriptures 
and Fathers, which do ( as he faith) ſo openly proclaim the Spirits Prc- 
ceſsion from the Father only, they ſhould hope for reliet from other obſcure 
places, whichare capable of a different interpretation. As from the 
word exiwa, which only relates to the Spirits manifeſtation, and 1s quite 


different from the 5g45:s, and ſo cannot imply his Eternal Proceſſion. 


Therefore for the clearing the controverſie, and giving account of the 
miſtakes in ir, he begins with the ſignification of the S$pr/4, which when 
it is applicd to the Divize Spirit, is capable of different ſignitications, be- 
ing taken either for the ſeveral gitts of the Spirit, or for the perſon of the 
Spirit ; and ſo, though the word Proceſſion be taken in a peculiar manner 
for the Eternal Proceſſion of the Spirit, yet it 1s not only ſometimes ar- 
tributed to the beſtowing the forementioned gitts, but likewiſe to the 
Eternal Gezcratiex of the Sou ; and therefore whenever they meet with 
the word Proceſſion attribured to the Spirit with a reſpe& to the So, 
they mult not preſently infer the Eternal Proceſſion, but the word 
<2 there ſignifies no more than Suivar, mum, IH, j, e, that the 
Spirit doth come throuzh, i ſent, and given by the Son, which the Fathcrs ct- 
ten mention, the better thereby to aſſert 7 ourviar v gonrtemmrs 3% a5] , 
the Idcatity of nature and eſſence, which is in the Spirit with the Father ana 
Sor. This he doth therein very largely explain, and endeavour to make it 
out, that this is the moſt proper interpretation both of Scripture and Fa- 
thers, when they ſeem moſt clearly to ſpeak of tte Proceſſion of rhe Spz- 
rit from the Sozz. The ſame likewiſe the Patriarch Cyril infilts upon, who 
acknowledgeth theſe ſeveral words to be attributed to the Sp:rir in refe- 
rence to the $972 VA, aegyic, inxa , intvricu, meiivar, and ſeveral 0- 
thers inthe writings of the Fathers, all which he acknowledgeth to be 
true, but hedenies that any of chem do import a Hypoſtatical Proceſsion of 
the Sp: trom the $02, but that they all reter to the temporal mifſion and 
maniteſtation of the $prir through Chriff, under the Goſpel. Whether this 
anſwer will reach to all the places produced out of the F:thers, is not 
liere my buſineſs to enquire, only that which is pertinent to my purpoſe 
may be ſufhciently inferred from hence, that the Fathers certainly were 
not defimitive 1n this Cortroverſic, when their expreſſelt ſentences ſeem 
capable of quite a different mcaning to viſcand learned men, who, one 
would think, if the belief of this Proceſſion had been a traditicn of their 
Church. or fully expreilted in the Writings of the Fathers of the Greek Church, 

couid 
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could not be ſo ignorant or wilful as either not to ſee this to have been their 

meaning, or ſuppoſing they had ſeen it, to perliſt in 1o obſtinate. a belief of 

the contrary. 1 can therefore with advantage return. your words back again 

to you. 1: z5 to be conſidered, that for many hunared years-the whole Greek C harch 

ever believed this to bejan Article of Faith ; nay the Fathers were ſo far from it, 

that both ſinzle and in genepal Councils they did plainly expreſs the contrary ; how 

then bears it any ſhew of probability, what ſome few of yeſterday ( forced to it by an 
impoſsibility of otherwiſe defending the power and Infallbility of the Roman 

Church ) affirm, that the matter of this Controverſie us ſo great and conſiderable, 

that it ts ſufficient to produce an Herefie on either ſide? Is not this to make Fathers, 

and General Councils, and conſequently all Chriſtendom for many hundred years , 

quite blind,and themſelves only ulear and ſharp-lighted ? Which fwelling preſumpti. 

on , what ſpirit it ar2ues,and whence it proceeds,all thoſe who have learnt from rea- 
ſon, if not from S. Augultine, 7 hat pride ts the Mother of making Hereſies in un- 

xeceſſary Articles of Faith,w1ll eaſily colleff, Do not you ſee now, how nnady1i- 

ſedly thoſe words came from you, which with fo ſmall variationin the 

manner of expreſſion, and much greater truth in the matter of it, are re- 

rurned upon your ſelf ? | | 

But I go on {till, if poſſible, to make you ſenſible, how much you have «5. 16. 

wont the Greek Church in this charge of a fundamentalerrour in her for 

denying the Proceſs:oz of the Spirit from the Sox. W hich ſhall be from hence, 

that although there were ſome who did as plainly = this as ever the Mo- 

dern Greeks dd or do,yet they were tar from being condemned for Hereſie info 

doing. For which we muſt conſider,that although the Fathers,as we have al- 

ready ſeen, did ſpeak ambiguoully in this matter, yer the firſt who appears 

opcnly and ſtoutly to have denied it, was T heodoret ; which, being the riſe 

of the Controverſie, mult be more carefully enquired into. Ir appears then, 
that a General Council being ſummoned by the Emperonr Theodoſins to meet 
at Epheſus concerning the opinions of Neftorizs which were vehemently op- 

poſed by Cyril of Alexandria, and ſeveral Egyptian and Aſian Biſhops,who be- 

1ng there convened, proceed to the depoſition of Neſtorius and Anathematizing 

his doctrine, before Johannes Avtiochenus, and leveral other Biſhops whofa- 

voured Neſtorizs, were come to Epheſus, When thefe therefore came and 

found what had been done by the other B:/hops, they being ſeconded by Car- 

didianus there and the Court-partyat Conſtantinople, aſſemble apart by them- 

ſelves, and proceed on the other {ide to a depoſition and excommunication of 

Cyriland Memon, who were the leaders of all the reſt ; and theſe make an 
Anti-Syuod to the other, which conſiſted of perſons of ſeveral intereſts and 
perſwaſions, ſome Pe/227a7s, ſome Neſtcs raps, and others, more as Friends to 

Neftori:s than his opinions, as being his Ancient Famliars and acquaintance, 

did joyn with them to prevent his depoſition ; among which, the chief were 

Fohannes Antiochenus, and '[ heodoret. But, before the Council, Cyril had pub- 

liſhed his twelve Azathema?s againlt the opinions of Neftorirs : to theſe 

therefore, not only the Oriental Biſhops gave an anſwer, but Joh the Patri- 

arch of Antioch particularly appoints Theodoret to refute them. The zinth 

Anathema of Cyril was againſt Neftorizs,and all others who ſaid, That Chriſt 

uſed the Holy Ghoſt as a diſtinet power from himſelf, for the working of miracles, 

and that did not acknowledae him to be the proper Spirit of Chriſt. Theodoret grants * 

the firſt part, wherein he ſhews he was no Veftoriaz,but oY ge es: 

- > # IStoy 7) 70 aTy<UuUdlT Uty 6 ul w$ 0446” 

quarrels with the latter part ; for ſaith he, 1fby that he 4. 0 tu Nalers nmogeviutcey Hon, 
means that the Spirit is of the ſame nature with the Son, and Euroveaeſ Toa — 6.3 ws & y8, 10 ff 
that it proceeds from the Father, we acknowledge it together A*S + *MrS0 ORs, Yauker Theodret. 
mith him ——-but if by that he under ſt axads as t hough the S pr c.Cyril. Anath Torn.g.p.7 18.cd.Siriond. 
rit had his ſubſiſtence from or by the Sonyve rejed# it as blaſ- Concll. Ephel. part. 3+ p.497- ed. Bin. 
phemous and impious.Was ever anything in this kind ſpoken with greatcr = 
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God. Why was it not then condemned and 4znathematized as one of his He- 
relies? k.'M did not the Orieztal Biſhops, when they ſubſcribed to the depo- 
ſition of Neſtorizs, and the election of Maximianis at Conſtantinople, and 
ſent a Confeſhon of their Faith to Cr// at Alexandria by Paulus Emeſenus , 
mention this among the reſt of their agreement with the Orthodox B:ſhops ? 
Yet in that extant both in Cyr//*s works, and 1n the third part of the Coun- 
cil at Epheſ7e, there is not the leaſt intimation of it. And therefore the learn- 
ed Jeſuit Strmondus in the life of Theodoret prefixed by him to the firſt 
Tozzxe of his works which he ſet forth, vin:licates 7 h:9dovet from all 
ſuſpicion of /Veſtorianſm, and imputes all the troubles which he fell into 
on that account to the violence of Dvoſcorres the fucceffor of Cyri/ at 
Alexandria, who being a great Patron of the Erzychizas thought to re- 
venge himſelf on Theodore by blaſting his reputation as a A*/foz1.277, There 
is not then any ſhew of probabriity that this opinion in Theodorrt was 
condemned as a piece of Neſtorianiſm, which certainly the whole Greek 
Charch could not have been ignorant of, from that time to this Bur 
though that piece of 7 heodoret againſt Cyrils Anathera's were condemned 
in ſucceeding Corncils, yer that might be for the defence of other things, 
which they judged bordered too near on Neſtor ian:f,or becaule they would 
not have any monument remain of that diſcord between the Oriental Biſhops, 


Parte3- -SE1» and the Eph-ſimeConncilwhichT heodofins doth fo much and fo heartilylament 


$. 1. 


1n hisexcellentEpiltle to Joh:7es Antiochennus about a reconciliation between 


him and Cyr//, after the baniſhment of Nefforins , and the choice of Maximi- 
anus. Thus we ſce one who in a divided and bulte time ventured upon the 
abſolute denial of the Proceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt from the Sox not as a bare 
errour, but as /wp/025 and blaſphemons, yet was far trom being condeinned 
for Heretical himſelf for ſaving ſo, by thoſe Fathers, who were the molt zea- 
lous defenders of the true 4po/tolical Faith, And it theſe things conſidered 
together, do not make it appear rhat the Fathers did not make the denial of 
the Proceſſion of the Holy Glioſt from the-Son tobe a Hereſie, T know not 

what can be made plain from them. 
ButI know, whatever rhe F475 ſav, you are of Cornelrius Meuſſus his 
mind, 
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mind, who heartily profeſſed, that he preferred the Jndgement of one Pope, 

before a thouſand Augnſlines and Hieroms ; but ohh if the Popes ſhould 

prove of the ſame mind with the Fathers, how then can this heaccounted 

an Herefie ? And that they were exattly of the ſame mind, might be made 

appear by the ſeveral Epiltles of //z2:/iz5 and 4zatho in confirmation of the 

Faith eſtabliſhed in the four fir General Conxeils, in which it was deter- 

mined, that all neceſ{laries were already inthe Creed, and that there need- 

ed no further additions to it, both which are produced and inſiſted on by 

the Greeks 1n the fifth S:/0z at Ferrara. But IT paſs by them, and come conril. Florent, 

to more particular teltimonies of Popes, and that either in Conners, or 5: 7: 59% 

upon a reference to them from Conncils. The firſt time we read of this 

Controverlie in the Meſterz Churches was about Amro Dom. 767. in the 

time of Couſtantinus Coprojymits, upon which in the time of Pepin King 

of France, there was a Syzzod held at Geztilly near Paris for determ1- 

ninga Contro: erſie between the Greeks and Latins about the 1rinity, as 

appears by the leveral te{timonies of 440 and Rheeino in their Chron'cles, | 

produced by Pitheus, Petavins, ant others : but little more 1s left of that pirheus 634 

Convention, beſides the bare mention of it; but it ſeems the aſhes were 4 proceſs. 5: 

only raked over theſe coals then, which about two and forty years after , De 

Anno Dom. 809. broke out into a greater flame; for as appears by the zeſti- Te. To. 2. L- 

monies of the ſame Ads, and Adelnss or Ademarns, a Synod was held at 7 © © 

Aquiſorane, about this very queſtion, Whether the Spirit did proceed from 

the Son as well as the Father ; which queſtion, they ſay , was ſtarted by 

one John a Monk of Jers/alen, which Monk Pitheus fuppoſeth to be Jo- 

hannes Damaſcenus, who after Theodoret moſt expreſly denied the Pro- 

ceſſion from the Sox ; but whether it was he or any other, it ſeems from 

that Conncil called by Charles the Great, there were ſeveral Lepats ( called 

Apocriſiarii ) diſpatched to Rowe to know the judgement of the preſent Pope 

Leo 3. concerning this Controverlie ; the Legats were Bernarins, Feſſe, and 

Adathard:s, the two former the B:{hops of Worms and Amicns, the latter the 

Abbot of Corbey, But Petavins herein betrays either his fraud or inadverten- 

cy, that he will by no means admit that theſe came to the Pope to know his 

judgement concerning the Proce//zor 7t ſelf, but only concerning the Adairz- 

07 of the Filioqur to the Creed, which now began to be uſed inthe Gallicaz 

Churches with that Addition. But although I grant that the main of their bu- 

ſineſs was concerning the Addition of F:ltogue, by the ſame token that Leo 

condemncd it, as will appear afterwards ; yet that brought on the diſcourſe 

concerning the Doctrine it ſelf of the Proce//zoz from the $02. For in the Ads 

of Smaragds which were ſent to Charles the Great, giving an account of this Bm. 4mal, 

Controverlie, which are publiſhed both by Barozrs, and Sirmondns ; it ap- ona = 

pears that when they urge the Pope for his conſent to the addition of F1/79- Gil. ge 

gue, they make uſe of this Argument, That it was a matter of Faith, and 24: 255,257. 

therefore none ſhould be ignorant of it ; upon which they ask the Pope this | 

Queſtion ; Whether if any one doth not know or doth not | | Lo, 

believe this Article, he corld be [ved ? To which the Pope Wln%'* 27 hoe ſerſu ſubtiliors pertingere 

: , : pote;t,& 3d ſcive,aut ita ciens,rredeve nolues 

returns this wiſe and cautious Anſwer. Whoſoever by 54t, ſatous eſe non poterit. Sunt enim mul- 

_ the ſubtilty of his wit can reach to the knowledge of it, #4 * quibus iftud wm eft, acre fidet al- 
; _ : Ws 12 | * tiora myſteria,, a1 quorum indagationem 

and knowing it, will wot believe it , he cannot be fa- ppringere mutt vatent : malti vero aut et 2- 

v.d. For there are many thinns , of which this is one, tis quantitate, aut intelligentie qualitate 

which being the deeper mvſteries of Faith, to the knowledge ; parade gy _ ”  —_ 

of them many can attain, but many others cannot, beins tit. Apud Sirmond, th ſupra. © 

hindred either through want of age, or capacity ; and there- | 

fore, as we ſaid before, he that can and will not, ſhall uot be ſaved. I pray, Sir, do 

me the Favour to let me know your judgement, whether this Pope were 


infallible or no? or, will you acknowledge that he was quite beſide the 
2 Cuſhion, 
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The Defence of the Greek Church. Part I. 


Cuſhion, that is, not in Cathedri when he ſpake it ? What ? not then, when 
Solemn Legats were diſpatched from a Coxzc// purpolely to know his judge- 
ment in a matter of Controverſie, which the Church was divided about * It 


. 1o, the Pope ſhall never be 2 Cathedra but when you will have him ; or it he 


werethere, you will ſurely ſay,he did not act very Apoſtolically, when he 
ſpake theſe words. For, can any thing be more plain, than that the Pope 
- vn i this Article of the Proce/roz from the Soz, to be no necetſary Ar- 
ticle of Faith : but acknowledgeth it to be one of the deeper m7/tcries of 
Retioion which none were obliged to believe, but fuch as could reach to the 
knowledge of; which either want of age in lome, capacity in others, and 
invincible prejudice in many more, might keep them trom the knowledge 
of? Thus it appears by the Popes judgement, the denial of this could be no 
Hereſic then, becauſe he declares it, not to be neceſſary to be believed by 
all. What now muſt we think of this Pope,it we apply your words to him? 
Were all other ſucceeding ages blind, aud this Pope ouly cer 1nd fb urp-fiahted ? 
which judgement of his muſt be called nothing ſhort. of ſwill-av preſumption; 
and if you pleaſe S. Aſtin ſhall be quoted for it too, but it muſt be in ſome 
other place, beſides that where he ſays, that Pr:4: is /5 thor of Herefic. 
Do you think we can do other than hugely applaud our elves, in fecin 
you ſo furioully lay about you, when we know, your ttt þ/ows fall on the 
Fathers, and your ſecond cut off one Ley at leaſt of your Infallible Chair. 
Can we have better ſecurity againtt you than the judgement of one of your 
own Popes? may we not well be accounted blind, when for our fakes Inf alli- 
bility it ſelf mult be ſo to? If you tell us that atter-Popes declared otherwile - 
I have but one requeſt to make to you, v/2. To make it appear, that when 
two Popes ſhall determine both parts of a Coxtradictioz to be true, they both 
are 1»fallible in doing lo. 

But if we proceed a little further,it may be we ſhall find the judgement 
of another Pope agreeing with this. For whuch we muſt ccnſider that 49 
Dom. 858. Ignatius the Patriarch of Conſtaatinopl: being impriſoned by 
the Fmperonr Michael, and Photizes being placed in his room, ina Conncil 
held by Photins, Anno Dom. 861. I2zaatms was condemned, upon which 
he being likewiſe condemned by Pope Nicolans at Rowe, he doth as much 
for him at Conſtantinople. So that thole grudges which had been before 
more cloſely carred between the Greeks and Latizs , did now openly dil- 


cover themſclves, Burt among ſeveral other things which Photivs charged 


the Latiz Church with, the chieteſt and that which h& infitts on with the 


Rat 78 icedy. neu amy ry FopConop,y Tag greateſt vehemency Is, / hat thi y aid alterppt to corrupt 
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which had obtained an unalterable force by the Decrees of 
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tions ! for by a ſtrange 1n0vation, they make the Holy Ghoſt 


ga » katy ynoas]i. Photius ep. 7. proceed not only from the Father, but #h: Soar too, This we 


Þ- Sls 


find 1n his Excyclical EpijtHe,publiſhed by him on the 

account of the difference between rhe Latiz and the Greek Church, in 
whuch he largely diſputes againſt the Dodrine of the Proceſſion of the 
Spirit from the Son, and, as we lee, charges the Latizs with fraud, pre- 
ſumption, anda deſire of Innovation, in the inſerting that Article into rhe 
Creed, Not long attcr, this Pope Nicolaus having adviſed with the Galli- 
ca Biſhops what to do in this buſineſs, dyes ; tro whom Adriax ſucceeds 
as bitter againſt Photivs as his Predeceſſor , and had more advantage 
= him than the other had. For, at Conſtantinople the Emperonr Mt- 
chal being ſlain by Baſilius whom he had adopted to a Partnerſhip in 
the Empire the year before, he preſently baniſheth Phorias, reſtoreth I:- 
7 natius, 
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a.tius, calleth a Conrcil A. D. 869. 1n which Photins is Anathematized ; 
and, for the greater execration of him, they dipt their Pens wherewith they 
{ub{cribed, in the ſacred Chalice. This the Latizs call the eighth Oecume- 
zical S10d, Notwithſtanding all which, Jexatius being dead, Photins is 
reſtored by Baſtlins Macedo, Anno Dom. 8 78. Legats are diſpatched to 
Pope John 8. (as in courtelie to you wecall him ) who ſucceeded 44r:an, 
that Photius might be reſtored to the Communion of the Church and his Pa- 
triarchal dignity ; which 1s preſently done. The year following, a Gezeral 
Coactl 1s held at Conſtantinople, in which the Popes Legats are preſent, and 
this the Greets only admit for the eighth Occnumenical. In which all 
that was done againſt Photins 1s abrogated, the Conſtantinopolitan Creed 
without the addition of F:lioque 15 ſolemnly read, and it 1s decreed againſt 
the Lat/2s, the Pop:s Leeats conſenting, that nothing ſhould be added to the 
Creed, But leſt you ſhould think the Popes Legats were practiſed up- 
on by lomeartsof Photius ( for ome of his Enemies among other re- 
proaches, did not ſtick to ſay, he learnt Mazzck trom the famous Sartarabe- 
24s) and that it was done without the Popes free conſent : we have his 
own teltimony afterwards in approbation of it. For P:thers, an inge- | 
nuous as well as very learned man, confeſſeth, that the Letters of 924. ror. 
this Poyeare ſtill extant among the Latizs, by which it appears that he con- — —— 
demned all the Syzods held againſt Phorins, whether at Rowe or Conſtanti- 
aople; and the Patriarch Hieremias (whoſe teſtimony in other caſes 
you make much of ) ſaith exprefly, not only that the Pope conſented to 
this Sy20d, by the Cardinal Peter, and Paulus, and Engenins who were there 
his Leoars ; but that in an Epiſtle he writ to Photins, he hath theſe words. 


T declare again to your Grace, concernins that Article, na ee cots 
by which ſuch ſcandals have been in the Churches of pn T2 ; ES ernice LS 
Coriſt . Aſſare your elf, that we 30 oaly [peak this, but Saad iooy P EXKANTIOV bh Yeo Tye 
that we really judoe, Thoſe who firſt durſt out of their T*% "6%; mMeppogiay, ©T1 5 wayoy Ak" 

RP: - ; Youlp 7ET0, dNAL Kell T5 naowres Zap-. 
preſumption do this, to be tranſ2reſſors of the ſacred Ora jigailas 15 tavlov mote 3537; _—_ 
cles, changers of the Dotrine of our Lord Chriſt, and the 9» nr  nelvecds 7 delay aAiyory 
Holy Fathers, an we place them in the Society of Judas. ay na nu, _— wet —_— 
What Article was this, I pray, which the Pope is ſo Tefz dunes 74d. Ata Theolog. 
zealous againtt ? even no other than that which you ac- — Reſp. 2. Patriarch. p. 213, 
count all bliad who do not eſteem the dental of it Hereſte. Tt ws 
ſeems then we have one more added to the number of the Heretical Popes ; 
tor, Photius himſclt could not expreſs more vehemency againſt this Article 
than the Pope doth,and that when by his Legars ina Connc:l ( therefore Tnfal- 
{ibl-according to you, becauſe confirmed by the Pope) he had declared him- 
{elfutterly againſt the addition ofthis Art:cle to the Creed. And inftead of ac- 
counting them Hereticks who denicd it, you ſee how much worle than He- 
reticks he accounted them who firlt added it. Sothat I wonder, you do not 
rather account the belief of that Article Hereſte,than the denial of it. I know 
well enough, how your party rail here to purpoſe againſt Phorizs ; but what 
is all that to the bulineſs ? Let Photins be what he will, Were not the Popes 
Leoats preſent at the Conncil? Did not they confirm the decrees of it *? Did 
not the Pope afterwards ratihe it ? So that if ever Council were Infallible 
according to your Principles, this muſt be ; chooſe therefore, either to re- 
linquiſh the Pope's and Councils Infallibility, or elle acknowledge that men 
at one time may be intallibly guilty of violating Scriptures, Fathers, Coun- 
cils for aſſerting that Doctrize, which they may be Infallibly guilty of 
Hereſie for not aſſerting at another. I know very well, that Marius who 
ſucceeded John 8. at Rome, condemned his Predeceſſorsa&ts and Photius to- 
gether, ( for he was before imployed both by Vicolans and Aarian in the ex- 
communicating and condemning Photivs ) but what this proves I _ 
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ſtand not, any further, than that ſtill one Pope may Intallibly contradict 
another, or that a Pope without a Corncil ſhall be more Intallible than with 
one, or laſtly (whichis the grand Arcamum Imperir) thole Popes and thoſe 
Decrees whichare for the preſent intereſt of the Chy7ch of Rowe mult be 
owned as Infallible; but for the reſt, the beſt Art mult be uſed to- blaſt 
them that may be. And for this you want not your many-tricks and de- 
vices to accuſe Authors of Forgery, cry out on them tor Hereticks, rail 
out of meaſure when you have nothing elſe to ſay ; or if atter all this, Te- 
ſtimonies ſtand of force againſt you, then nothing is left, but Excogrrato 
commento detorquere in alinm ſenſum, to find out ſome trick to wrelt them to 
another ſenſe, as the Authors of the Beleick Index Expurgatorins protelled in 
the caſe of Bertram. But for all men who think it not- fawtul ro ſay any 
thing ina bad Cauſe, this may certainly be ſufficient to ſhew, that if Fa- 
thers and Councils may be relyed on, if Popes and Councils be Intallible, that 
was not accounted an Herefie by them, which you condemn tor ſuch inthe 
Greek Church. 

$." 13. Having thus diſcovered, that this opinion you condemn for Hc7«fie in 
the Greek Church, was otherwiſe eſtcemed both by Fathers, Occrmenical 
Cornncils, and Popes ; 1come to that which you ſeem to rely on for making 
it Heretical, v;2. That the Greeks and Latins both tooether condemned it 
for Heretical iy the General Council + Florence. Althongh it might be 
worth our while to inquire how far any Gezera/ Conncilcan either make 

7 or declare that to be a neceſſary Article of Faith, which was determined 
to be otherwiſe by former Gezeral Conncils. But omitting that at preſent 
which we may have a fitter occaſion to diſcuſs in the queſtion of /ndamen- 
tals, and the Infrbility of General Conncils ; I therefore come to examine 
the matter of fa&t in the Florentize Conneil, concerning the determination 
of this opinion there as Herezical, Wherein if we conſider the time in 
which, and the occaſion upon which this Corzcr/ was calPd, it we conſider 
the way of the managery of it, the Arts whereby the Greeks were drawn 
to this conſent, the manner of propoling the Decrees of it, or the acceptance 
which it found in the Greek Church, upon none of theſe reſpects we ſhall 
have cauſe to look upon it as a free and Gearral Conneil, determining that 
opinion as Hereticrl, which you ſay was lo determined here. In all which 
we muſt profeſs how much we are obliged to that faithful and impartial 
account of all the proceedings relating to this Council, written by Sylveſter 
Senropulus one preſent at the moſt ſecret negotiations of it, tranſcribed out 
of the 21S. in the Kine of France his Library, by Claudine Serrawins, and firſt 
publiſhed foi the general good of the world by our learned Dea of. Mel's. 
It appears then, that which gave the firſt riſe to the thoughts of union be- 
rween the Greek and Latiz Chrrches, was the miſerable condition which the 
Greek Empire was now reduced to, by the incurſions of the Turks and Sara- 
cens. For it ſeems for thirty years, (beforc that an Fxbaſſadour was ſent to 
Rome from Manuel Paleolonsto negotiate the buſineſs of the union ) from 
the time of the Parriarch Nilus and Pope Urban, there had bcen no enter- 
courſe atall between the Popes and Patriarchs, but now upon this addreſs 
made tothem by the Greeks,the Popes careſs them with all imaginable kind- 
neſs, feed them high with bends engage their utmoſt to promote this 
union, (well knowing with what advantage to themſelves it might be ma- 

ers pet bg naged in this Critical junQuure of their affairs). For now Amnrath '2. ha- 
Cel Flor, Ving ſubdued Peloponneſrs, had advanced almoſt to the walls of Conſtanti- 
jd-2.c.10. mople, and therefore when the Pope ſent one to the Emperony and Patriarch 
to appoint a day tor the Connc!, they told him they could not then have 

letfureto think of Councils; and if they had, by rcaſon of the tury of the 

Wars the Biſhops could not be aſſembled together to make a full Connctt. 

But 
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But it ſeems the ſtate of affayrs grew worl/tj with them, and the Dead- 
Pſi: of Manuel Palelogus was bur an Emile of a worſe inthe State, the 
Empire being brought daily into greater dangers. Which put Johannes Pa- 
Leolg2us upon further thoughts, how any help or relief might be had from the 
We: 1n this extremity. But they might eaſily underſtand the terms of that 
Un'0n from the Sp:ech of the Cardinals to the Emyperovrs Lreats, That the 
Rom: Church was the Mother, and the Eaftern only the Davghter, and 
therefore it was but fit that the Davobrter ſhould ſubmit to the Mother ; 
That tor their parts, they would not leave the deciſion of this Controver- 
ſic to multitudes of voices, (it ſeems then they had high thoughts of the 
Infallibility of G-zeral Conrncus,) butthree ſhould be p on either ſide, 
who being apart by themſelves ſhould invoke God, and whatever he ſhould 
reveal to them, that all ſhould conſent to : For he that hath ſaid, rhat H/jere 
two or three are gathered tovether in his Name he: would be in the midſt of thim ; 
he that made the Aſs to ſpeak (the CardinaPs own Argument) would 29t fat! 
of I-ttino then taow his Mill Infallibly, which mas to be received from thn by 
all oth:rs. (There may be then a much readier way for Infallibility, than 
by Pope and Conrcils). But if nothing elſe would fatisfie but a Corxczl, it 
mult be in J:aly, contrary to the Pop-s promiſe before, that it ſhould be at 
Corftzictinople;, but when they urged the vaſtneſs of the expence, and un- 
ſuitableneſs of it to their preſent neceſſities; rather than a matter like- 
ly to be ſo much for the advantage of the Sce of Rowe Thould not 
go forward, the Pope proffers to advancea conſiderable ſum of money for 
the deiraying the charges of the Greeks, both in coming to, and abiding at 
the Couzrz7, Which thoſe who underſtand not the izrieues of rhat Conrt, 
would have thought lad been far better ſpent in a preſent ſupply of the 
Greck Emperonr, the better to have enabled him to defend the Chri/#/27 
Ch:rch-strom the invaſion of their enemies. Butany one who looks into 
the management of things, will caſily diſcern upon what grdunds the 
Pope chole rather a dilatory procecding, drawing the Emperor and lo ma- 
ny Biſhops ftrom Greece into Italy at that time, andall the while to feed them 
with rich Promiſes of Aſſiſtance upon condition that the Uz/oz was accom- 
pliſhed ; bur at laſt after two years attendance ( for ſo long the Coxxci/con- 
tinued at Ferrara and Florcace) the poor Emperoxr was ſent home as empty 
as he came, and found things in a much worſe condition than he left them. 
\V hich could not rationally be expeRed to be otherwiſe. When the Greets 
knew that the Experonr had aſſented that the Corzcil ſhould be in T:2ly, 
they began ſtrangely to be troubled at it, ſome reſolved never to communi- 
cate more in the Conncils of the Union ; the Patriarch often ſaid, that he 
knew no good ifſue could come of a Conxcit held in the Poprs Territories ; 
and if they mult receive their allowance from the Pope, what did they elle 
bur therein confeſs themſelves his YVaſſ:!s already, and therefore nothing 
could be expetted from them, but to do juſt what he would have them ; 
or elſe hz might eaſily. ſtarve them into conſent and approbation of his 
Wiil. Forthey ſhould be wholly under his power, and if he denyed their 
ſtipends, there was no poTibility of getting from him. Was not tis then 
like to be a very free Conncil? And it proved accordingly : for when they 
were at Col the Pope kept them ſhort enough, 1o that many of them 
were reduced to the greateſt neceHities, and were not {tered unleſs by 
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ſtealth to go ſo much as out of the Gates of the City, as Beſſarioz himlelF g.2 5 .. x. 


once found, when heattempred it at Florexce. But notwith(tanding all the 
perſwaſtons of the wilelt of his Councellors at home to the contrary, not- 
withſtanding an Expreſs from the Emperovr Si2iſmrnd to dilſwade the 
Greek Emperonr in the preſent ſtate of affairs from this journey into [ay, 
yet he was reſolved upon it, and wr 7 all the arts he could before-hand - 

; Mare 


, 


Sect. 3. CO, 12- 


—_— 
=. At ca. —— a: = 


The Defence of the Greek Church. Part I. 


Set. 3» Co Zo 


C. 4+ 


Cip. 12. 


C15 


Sia. 6. lo Z- 


SeT. 3.C. 12, 


make choice of ſuch perſons as might be moſt for his purpoſe. Himſelf 
without the conſent of the Patriarch, appointing the Legats of the three 
other Patriarchs of Fernſalem, Antioch, and Alexandria: and when theſe 
Patriarchs had given no other inſtructions to thele Legats, than that they 
ſhould have power to give their ſuftrages upon theſe rerms and no other, 
That all things were carried fairly, and defined Canonically, according to the de- 


 erees of Oecumenical Councils and Holy Fathers, ſo that nothing ſhould be added, 


chanzed, or innovated in the Symbol of Faith ; he at the inſtigation of one of 
the Latin Legats, then reſident at Conſtantinople, lent away to the leveral 
Patr1archs, for the altering their inſtructions, upon a folemn Promiſe that 
the conditions mentioned by them ſhould however be exaCtly obſerved : 
which whether they were or no, will appear by the ſexes of the ſtory. 
And that we may better judge how Gezeral this Conncil was like to be, at 
the ſame time that theſe negotiations for Uz:oz were on foot, the Council 
of Baſil was then ſitting in oppoſition to Pope Ergenirs ; tothem and to the 
Pope atthe ſame time, the Emperour diſpatcheth ſeveral Legats with the 
ſame inſtructions, and both of them returned theirs to the Emperonr, ſeck- 
ing as much as poſſible to outvy each other 1n large Promiſes if the Greeks 
did joyn 1n Conrncil with them ; both which the Experony held in play till 
he could ſee with whom he was like to make the beſt terms. Burt as the 
Rom:aniſts are never backwardat ſucharts, they had cauſed it by rheir In- 
ſtruments to be reported at Conſtantinople, that the Connclat Baſu had ſub- 
mitted to the Pope, which within fifteen days was contuted by the arrival 
of the Galleys ſent from the Council to convey the Greeks over to it ; upon 
which the Emperour had much to do to keep Conde/merins the Popes Ne- 
phew from fighting the Councils Galleys within his view ; for he ſaid, he had 
exprels order from the Pope to ſink them where-ever he met them. And 
were not thele fair tendencies to a free and Gexeral Conncil? And yet af- 
ter all this, not full thirty Biſhops of the Greek Church went along with the 
Patriarch, as appears by the particuiar enumeration of them by S2nropu- 
lus: other Officers indeed, and Moxts, there were to fill up the number ; 
and yet theſe were more than the Emperour could well mould to his de- 
ſ;gns when he had them there. But the Pope ſoon accompliſhed the Patr:- 
archs prediQtion in keeping them bare enough, - when they were at his find- 
ing, that he might be ſure to make them hyzgry Greeks, and then he ſuppo- 
{ed the other part of the Proverb would follow after. After the Conzcil had 
begun at Ferrara, and continued there ſixteen Seftonr, wherein were ma- 
ny publick and ſolemg Diſputes between the Greeks and Latins, it was 
removed to Florence; where the Greeks {till undervient the ſame hard- 
ſhips, and the Latizs ſought to hold out at Diſputations, till the Greeks 
neceſſity ſhould be ſo prefſing, as to neceſſitate them toan abſolute ſubmil. 
lion to the Latin Church. But, Reports and Melſages coming from Coxſtan- 
tinople, —_— the Emperorr with the diffculties the City was in, and 
the Progreſs which the enemies made ; and finding , that during the 
litting of the Council the Pope {till put him off and gave him nothing but 
words, he therefore reſolves upon another courſe ; he breaks all publick 
and Coxciliary proceedings, pretending that no iſſue would come of thoſe 
Diſputations, calls a private Cab4/ of ſuch whom he knew fittelt for his 
purpole to contrive ſome ſhorter way to put an end to this buſineſs. For 
that end, makes choice firſt of ten Perſoxs of either {ide to agree upon 
ſome propoſals for Union, and acquaints none elſe of the Greeks with their 
tranſactions. When theſe things took no effe, the Patriarch who carry- 
ed on the Emperonr's delign, often convenes the Greeks together, and-in 
plain terms perſwades them to perfe& diſſimulation, that ſince the neceſſi- 
ty of affairs was ſuch, it would be hugely for their advantage, if in ſome 

things 
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things they did yield to the Latizs deſires. Whenthey told him that iti 
matters of Faith they could not do it, he replys, that if in twenty four 
Articles of F:ith they yielded but in one, the ſoundneſs of twexty three 
would make amends for the twezty fourth. Such kind of Arguments as 
theſe were they driven to, to bring the Greeks to hearken to any rerms of 
Union. After this, theLatizs ſent them an explication of Faith, which if 
the Greeks would ſubſcribe, there might be an Union between them : 
which being read among them, containing chiefly the acknowledgement 
of the Proceſſion from the Sox, all but the four who were the Emperors 
inſtruments in this work, unanimouſly difown it : and when the Exzneronr 
urged them every one to deliver their S»f7azes in writings, they tell him, 
it was contrary to the proceeding of all Occumenrcal Connerls ; However, he 
told them he commanded thein to do it. By which means rebuking ſome, 
cajoling others, he at laſt brought it by the multitude of Syu#7 ages, that five 
perſons were ſelected among the reſt, to draw up a Form of Union; which, 
though drawn up very favourably tor the Greeks, yet, thoſe who were 
{or it, did not eaſily carry it from thoſe who oppoſed it. And yet to this 
the 72tizs returned no leſs than twelve Exceptions: Upon which the Ex- 
ter0mr was fain to take a new courſe, and exclude thoſe from the Corncls, 
who were of greateſt authority in obſtructing his deſigns ; but Marcns 
E2h{irs till continued 1n 1o great oppoſition, that he publickly charged 
the L2t/zs opinion with Hereſice, Notwithitanding all which, when it 
was put to Suitrage, Mheth:r the Spirit did proceed from the Sou ; tor teri 
whoa Tirmed ir, there were ſeventeen who denyed it, which put them 
yet to more diſquictment, and new Conzcils. At firſt the Experonr would 
vote himſelf, which when the Patriarch kept him from, ſome adviſed hiny 
ro remove more of the Diflenters : but, 1nit-ad of that, they uſed a more 
plauſible and eFeXual way ; the Ezperorr and. Patriarchlent for them le- 
verally, and ſome they upbraided with ingratitude, others they carefled 
with all expretions of kindneſs, both by themſelves and their Inſtruments e 
Yet, atthe laſt, they could get but 13 Biſhops to a!tirm the Proceſſion from 
the Sor, all others being excluded the power of giving Suttrage ; who were 
accuſtomed formerly to give it, ſuch asthe get Officers of the Church of 
Conſtantinople, the Czaobiarchs and others; but to fill up the number, all 
the Corrtricrs were called in, who made no diſpute, bur did preſently what 
the Emperovy would have them do. Having diſpatched this after this 
manner, the other Controverſies concerning the 14402 to the Creed, nmn- 
teavened bread in the I:charift, Purgatory, Pope's Supremacy, the Emperonr 
agreed them privately, never ſo much 4s communicating them to the 
Greek S320% Among the Emperonrs Inſtruments, the Biſhop of Mitylene 
went roundly to work, ſaying openly, Let the Pope give me fo many Flores 
ro be diftributed to whos I think fit, and I wmake no queſtion but to bring them 742 
very read:ty to {:b/eribe the Union 5 which he accordingly eftected ; and the 
lame way was taken with ſeveral others: by which, and other means, 
molt of thoſe who were exciuded from the Syf/a9es were at laſt perſwaded 
to S:bſcribe, This 15 the ſhort account of the management of thole attairs 
at Floreace, which are more particularly and largely proſecuted by the 
Author, whercin we ſee what Clandeſtine Arts, what menaces, and in(1- 
nuations, what threats and promiſes were uſed tobring the poor Greeks 
to conſent 10 this pretended Uziov. For it afterwards appeared to be no 
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more than pretended ; tor the infinitely greater number of Brſhops at home, 


refuſed it, and theſe very B-ſhops themſelves, when they ſaw what arts 
were uſed in it, fell off trom it again, and the Exzperony found himlelt at 
lalt deceived in his great expeCtarions of help from the Latizs. - Muſt we 
then acknowledge this for a free and General Conncil, which hath a = 
mile 
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miſe of 1zjal:bility annexed to the definitions of it ? Shall we from hence 
ronounce the Greeks Loetrine to be Heretical, when tor all thele proccev- 

- 1ngs, yet at laſt no more was agreed on, than that they dic both believe 14 
Proceſſion from the Soy, without condemning the other OP1NION as [cre 7- 
cal, as you pretend, which the Greeks would never have contented to? or 
Axathematizine the perſons who denyed it, as vas uſual in former Gezeral 
Councils,xho did ſuppole it not enough to have it virtually aone by the po- 
ſitivedefinition, but did expreſly and formally do it. For win this 4z4- 
thematizing diſſenters was propounded among the Greeks by Beſſarion of 
Nice, and I1ſidore of Ruf/iz ( who for their great ſervice tothe J'oze 1n this 
buſineſs were made Cardinals ) it was retuled by the reſt, who were zea- 
lous promoters of the Uz/0z. Thus I have at large (more out of a deſign 
fo vindicate the Greek Church, than being neceſſitated to it by any thing 
you produce ) ſhewed, that there is no reaſon from Authority either 
before or after the Council of Florence, to charge the Greek Charch with 


Hereſie. | 
$. 14 I now come to the examination of your 7 heologrcal Reaſon, by which you 
think you have ſoevidently proved the Greets Opinion to be Hereſte, that 
P. 6. you introduce it with confidence in abundance. But, ſay you, tov2h this 


perſ-raſion had not been atteſted by ſuch clonas of witneſſes, T heolooical Reaſon is 
ſo ftrona a Foundation to conſirm it, that I nonder how rational ima cold ev 
be induced to qurſtion the truth of it. Still you ſo unadyiedly place your 
expreſſions, that the ſharpeſt which you uſe againſt your adveriarics 1e- 
turn with more force upon your felf : For it being lo tully cleared, that 
theſe clouds of witneſſes are Fathers, Councils, and Popes againit you, What 
do you elſe by this expreſſion, but exclude them from the number of Rat-- 
onal mea, becaule,torlooth,not acquainted with the depth of your 1 he olog7- 
cal Reaſon? But, Is not this to make all the Churches of Chriſtendom for may 
hundred years quite blind, and rour ſelf only clear and (harp-fiehted £ Which fwet- 
ling preſumption what Spirit it argues, ec. You lee we necd no other wea+ 
pons againſt you, but your immcdate prececding Words. What pity it 
15, that the Fathers and Conncils had not been made acquainted with this 
grand <ecret of your 7heolozicil Reifon ? but happy we that have it at ſo 
cheap a rate ! but it may be that 1s it which makes us elteem it no more. 
But ſuch as it 1s, it being Reaſoz and [heolozical too, it deſerves the great- 
e3.c.n.1. eſtreſpect that may be, if it makes good its title. Hs Lordſhip had ſaid, 
Go 7hs that ſince the Greets, notwithſtanding this opinion of theirs, dey wot the 
equality or Conſubſtantiality of the Pcrſeas in the Trimity, he dares aot demy 

them tobe a true Church for th:sS#pinion, thouoh be orants than errouauns 13 

it. Tothis you reply, [s It ( think you ) enonzh to aſſert the Divin'ty, and 
ConſubSgntialit;, and. perſonal Diſtiattion of the Holy Ghoſt ( as th: Biſhop 

ſazs ) to ſave from Hereſte the deazal of his Procehjioa from the Father and the 
Son as from one Prixciple? But why 1s it not enough ? your '! heolovictl Rec- 
ſon 15 that we want, to convince us of the contrary ; That therefore tol- 
lows. * Would not he that ſhould affirm the Sou to be a diſtinct perſon from, 
and Conſubſtantial to the Father, but deayed his eternal Generation from him, be 
an Heretice ? Or he, who held the Holy Ghoſt, diſtinct from, and Conſubſtan- 
tial to them both, but affirmed his Proceſſion to be {rom the Son only, and not 
\from the Father, be guilty of Hreſte? It is then woſt evideat, that wot only 
an errour agaizfl the Conſubſlautiality and Diſtizitica, but againſt the Orieina- 
tion, Uentration, and Prociſſn of the Divine Perſoas, ts ſufficient matter of 
Flerific. Your faculty at C/:nc;7 your Arguments, is muck better than 
of Dr:vizg than t# : For your Concluſion is moſt caideat, when vour Pre- 
miles have nothing /zke evdczce in them, For, 1. He that Coth acknowledge 
the Soto be Conſubſtantta! with the Father, and yer a diltin&t perſon from 
| hum, 
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him, muſt needs therein acknowledge his Eternal Generation : for how he 
ſhould be the Soz of the ſame nature with God, and yet having a diſtin 
Perſonality as a Son, without Eternal Generation ; 1s lo hard to underſtand, 
that I muſt confeſs, that whoever aſlerts the one, and denies the other, is 
ſo far from Theological Reaſon, that I think he hath no common reaſon 1n 
him. Is this then, think you, a parallel caſe with the Proceſſion of the 
Spirit from the So, which may be ſuppoled Conſubſtartial to Father and 
Sz, anda diſtin perſon from both, without any Connotation of reſpe& 
to the Perſonality of the Sox, as a principle of Spiration? 2.. He that 
ſhould aifirm the Proce//foz of the Spirit only from the Sox, and not the 
Father, would ſpeak much more abſurdly than the Greeks do; for there- 
by he would deſtroy the Fathers being the fountain or principle of Orioina- 
tion, As to the diſtin&t Hypoſtaſes of Sox and Spirit ; he weld plainly and 
directly thwart the Creed of the [ſecond General Conncil ; and, which is more, 
would ſpeak diredtly againlt expreſs words of Scripture , which ſay , 
The Spirit proceeds from the Father : which by the conſent of the Chriſtian 
Church, hath been interpreted of the Eternal Proceſſion. And by this 
time, I hope you begin to have better thoughts of rational men, than 
to make ſuch a wonder at their queſtioning the Greeks Hereſie ; but if 
this -= your 7 heological Reaſon, one {cruple of common reaſox goes far be- 
'ond it. 
We have had a fair proof of your skill at charging, we ſhall now ſee 
how good you are at ſtanding your ground. Your main defence lyes in a 
diitinction which ruines you; for you think to ward of all the citations 
Is Lordſhip produceth againſt you out of the Schoo{mer and others, that 
the Greeks and Latins agree with each other, 77 eandem fidei ſententian, up- 
on the ſame ſentence of Faith, but differ only in words, by ſaying, That the 
Greeks mt be diſtinguiſhed into Ancient and Modern. The Ancient, you lay, 
expreſſed themſelves per filium, but they meant thereby a filio: whereas the Mo- 
dern Greeks will not admit that expreſſion a filio, but fr filium only, and that too 
ina ſenſe diſſienificative to a filio. This 1s the ſubſtance of all the anſwer 
you give, both in general, and to the particular authorities for ſeveral 
pages ; Thediſproof therefore of this diftinftion muſt by your own Con. 
telſon, make all thoſe teſtimonies ſtand good againſt you ; which I ſhall 
do by two things. 1. By ſhewing that the Arnciert Greeks did afſertas much 
as the Modern do in this Controverſie. 2. That thoſe who ſpeak expreſly 
of the Modern Greeks, do deny their ditterence from us 1n any matter of 
Faith. 1. That the Ancient Greeks did afſert as muchas the Moders do. 
By the Ancient Greeks, we mult here underſtand thoſe who writ before the 
Schoolmen, whole teſtimonies you would anſwer by this diſtintion. Now 
nothing can be more clear than that thoſe Greeks who writ before them, did 
as peremptorily deny the Proceſſion from the Son, as any of the Modera Greeks 
do. We have already produced the teſtimony of Theodoret, who accounts 
the contrary opinion blaſphemous and impious ; and that of Photius, who 
lo largely and vehemently diſputes againſt the Proceſſion from the Son. 
To whom I ſhall add two more of great reputation, not only in the Greek, 
but in the Latiz Church ; and thole are Theophyladt and Damaſcen.T heophylact, 
whether he lived in the time of Phorizs, about $70, as the common opint- 
on is, or niore probably in the time of Michael Cernlarins, as greatan adver- 
ſary as Photizs to the Latins, about 1070. yet was long enough betore the 
Schoolmen : for Peter Lombard flouriſhed A. D. 1145. and Thom.rs and Bo- 
naventure, about 1260. So that in this reſpe& he mult be one of the 4- 
cicnt Greeks ; He therefore delivers his opinion as exprelly as may be in his 
Commentaries on St. John; and that not as his own private opinion, but as 
the common ſenſe of the Greek Church ; for there taking occafion to m_ 
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how the Spirit is the Spirit of the Son, For the Latins, laith he, apprehend it 

EA f- SL . , amiſs, and miſtaking it, ſay, That the Spirit proceeds from 

Ot 92 AaTlyot Kakes TAYTH ENT 1 oe De En thine tw lov. The 
6; wolvoteles paotr} 54e od aviipe Fe Sor. But we anſwer, 1 hat it ts one thing to ſay, 

cn Ts V8 EnTogeitrar, Theophylatt. in Spirit is the Spirit of the Son, which we aſſert ; and anc- 

Joh. 3, ther, that it proceeds from the Son, which we deny ; for it 

bath no teftimony of Scripture for it, and then we muſt briug 1# two principles, 

the Father and the Sou. And withal adds, that when Chri/t breathed the 

Spirit on his Diſciples, it is not to be underſtood prſonally, but in regard of 

the gift of remiſſion of ſins; after which, he bricfly and comprehenlively 

þ ſets downtheopinion of the Greez# Church 5 Bulieve rhou 

9g " Fa 3 yo dro 55 rg that the Spirit doth proceed from the Father, but is giuca to 

gu" Kal $705 3504 ou Kalan Spied tins. men by the S022 , and let this be the Rule of ſound doilrine 

Cons > tothee. And what now do the Modera Greeks ſay more. 

than Theophylact did? or what do they fay leſs; for they acknowledge, that 

the Sp7r:7 is the Spirit of the Soas wellashe? Tothe fame purpoſe Dia- 

ſer, who lived between the 6. and 7. $yzod, about A. D. 730. inthetime 

of Leo Iſaurus, delivers the ſenſe of the Greek Church in his tune concerning 

this Article. 1: muſt be conſidered, laith he, That we aſſert not the Father 10 

Woe Srdadrile 2 al ate be ſrom any, but that he is ſaid to be the Father of the Yon. 

cn Tivds, ry 80 5 dures al 08 art. Me ſay not, that the Son is a proper cauſe,netther the Father 3 

es* F Julty s hiyouls airy, 84% me> butt we ſay, the Son is from the Father, and of the Father, 

7hes” M16 y auToo nal cn 7873 The Holy Spirit, we ſay, is from the Father , and of the 
Peſo Kat vicy TE 7aAT0;* To 59 nuud >. J x Oat} 4 - 

T6 ay121, xe &u 78 Tarr Meyeghe, nas Talher , but we ſay not, the Spirit is from the Son, but we 

*TVEvia FaTHH ovoudtous © TE 3 call him the Spirit of the Son; And we confeſs, that by the 


- ſe g ads” Fo bop og too * Son, the Spirit is manifefted and given to us. Thele words 
$990 x9 uirabidoSm nuiy cunrys: are Io plain, that the Patriarch Hieremias producing 
on jo mens by | int. c 8 & them, Jaith, Nothine car be more clear and evident thai 
4 theſe words are, But the Philoſopher, who was ſo mucly 

= ny pleaſed to ſee the Aſs mumble his Thiſtles, could not take much Jels con- 
* tentment to ſee how the Schoolmen handle this teitimony of Damaſcez. Vor, 

being very loth that ſo zealous an aſſertor of Images, ſhould in any thing 

fcem oppolite to the Chrrch of Rome, they very handſomly, and with won- 

dertul ſubtilty bring him oF, by admiring the wiſdom mar caution he uſcth, 

P.2. in theſe words. So your own St. Bonaveature, whole teſtimony you think fo 
conſiderable, as to produce at large, 7 amen ipſe cante loquitur, unde 110% dic 

quod Spiritus won eſt a filio, ſed dicit, non dicrmm: a filio, which you put 1n great 

Tetters the more to be taken notice of.But,I pray, What was it which Dima- 

ſcen was there delivering of? was it not the {enle of the Greet Chirch concern- 

ing the Per/ozs of the Triaity? and how could he otherwiſe have expretied 

it, than by oz dicizzus; but ifthis mult argue what Bowareatere and you 

would have from it (tor this is the only teltimony you give of your dittinCtt- 

on of {cient and Modern Greeks) will it not as well hold tor the other things 

betore mentioned concerning the Father and the Sox, where he uſeth d1comms 

FA PY & 201 atcimns, as wellas here? And therefore Aquinas was much wiler, who 
wt. 2. * plainly condemns Damaſecen for a Neſtorian in this, /icet a quibuſdam dicatur, 
Sh Fc. although it be ſaid by ſome, that in theſe words he xeither affirms or de- 
dif 145.65. es it : wherein Tam much miſtaken, if he reflects not on Boprwerture. Vaſ- 
Petazin —gquez, Petavins, and ſeveral others think to bring Damaſeex oft by the diſtin- 
=> mapa ug * cons of a filio, and per filium, much to your purpole : but in the great dil- 
pute at the Conxcoilat Florence between Beſſarion and Marcris Ephe ſins, about 

the unportance of the Articles iZ & dit, Marcus FEpheſins produceth the words 

iy &s 45 av17 a? os df 2ur ty was Of Damaſuncxprelly, that the Spirit doth not proceed from 
T7 s 2 Togvoyzy3;, Hiſt, Concil. Flo- the Sox,but by the Sou, whereby it 1s plain, that he under - 
WASIGSL 5p. 23H ſtood per f1/1u2, in oppolition to 2 filro, And Bſſfarion had 
nothing elſe to return in anſwer to it, but that Ie could produce but 
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one out of Antiquity, who laid ſo. Thus we lee, if 1 heophylatt and Dama- 
ſen, as well as / heodoret and Photizs » be Ancient Greeks ; your diſtinftion 
comes to nothing. But belidesrhis, it appears by the diſputations of Hoo 
Etherianns agailt the Greeks, who lived, faith Bellarmin, A. I. 1160. ſtill 
extant in the Bibliotheca Patrum, that the Greeks held the very lame then 
that they do now. And fo in the $yzod of Bar in Apnlia, when 4»{l 
diſputed 10 _—_— againlt the Greeks, that Pope Urban laid, he was, alterins 
orbis Papa, as the ſtor o is related by Eadmerns and Withelmns Malimesburieit(ts; 
it appears, they denied the Proceſſion of the Spirit abſolutely from the Sor ; 
( and this was A. 12. 1096. ) as 1s evident from the Letter of Hz/debertrs to 
him about the publiſhing his Diſputation, and from the Book of 4z{"/nz (till 
extant on that ſubject. We find not thereforeany ground for this diſtin- 
Qion of yours concerning the Azcicat and Modera Greeks ; and theretore they 
who ſaid, that there was no real difference in any matter of Faith berween 
the Ancient Greeks and Latias, mult be underſtood as well ot the 419:4cr7 
Greeks, as them : Their words being no morecapable of ſuch a tolerable, 
interpretation as you ſpeak of, than the words of any of the 1Mod:rz 
Greeks are. 

His Lordſhip was proving, that the point was not fundamental, that the 
Greeks and Latins differed in,f707 that acknoirledoement of Peter Lombard, and 
the Schoolmen ;, that is to ſay, Ihe Holy Ghoſt u the Spirit of the Father and the 
Son, and that he ts, or proceeds from the Father and the Son, is not to ſpeak diffe- 
reat things, but the [ume ſenſe 1 wiffereat words. Now in this cauſe, ſaith he, 
where the words differ, but the ſentence of Faith is the ſame, ( penitn's eadem) even 
altogether the ſam: , eau the porat be fundamental ? But, lay you, he was to prove, 
that ſuch as were 17 grievous errour in Divinity, erred not fundamentally ; and, 
for proof of thes, he alleages ſuch PT hve a0 real erronr at all in Divinity. But do 
you nor herein wiltully miſtake his Lordſhjps meaning? For inthe Paragraph 
torcgoing, his Lordſhip fir{t declares his own judgement concerning the de- 
nying the Þ roceſſion of the Holy Gholt, viz. 7 hat he did acknowledz 1t tobe 


a grievons error in Divinity: but yet he could not judge the Greeks guilty : 


of a fundamental errour, which he proves by a double medium. 1. Becarſc 
thy did not thereby deny the Equality and Conſubſtantiality of the perſons.2.Be- 
cauſe aArwvrslearned men were of opinton, | that a filro, Co per filinm ] in the [exſe 
of the Greet Church, was but a queſtion 1 modo loguend:, and therefore aot fun- 
dzm-ntal; now tor this he produceth thoſe tcſtimonics. Now, I pray, 
do you put noditterence between the making the draral of a Propoſition to be 
an errour, ani the ſaying, that ſuch perſons are guilty of the denial of that Propo- 
ſition ? His Lordſhip grants the denial of the Procelfion tobea or it VOUS CFYOUS 
in Divinity, but he queſtioned ( 2s the Greeks expreſſed them{itues, tor thole 
very words he inferts) whether they were guilty of dea»ins that Propuſirt- 
0#, as appears by the authorities of the Schoo/ney, and theretore certain!y 
much leſs guilty of a tundamental crrour. Thus you fſce his Lord{hrp 
fully proves what he intends ; tor it they agreed in ſenle, they were much 
leſs guilty of a fundamental crrour, than it they had plainly denied the 
Proceflion, which he ſuppolſeth from thoſe A4»thoriries that they did nor. 
And therctore when you Sarcaſtically ask, Is not this trons Logick ? The 
only anſwer I ſhall give you, 1s, That it you apprehend it not to be lo, 
It 1s brearſe of the weakneſs of your Theological Reaſon. And therefore 
you put his Lordſhips Defender on a ſtrange task, to prove from thoſe 
Authorities, that thoſe Greeks who err grievouſly in Divinity, erre not fun- 


damentally. When the only deſign of his Lordſhip, in producing thole : 


Authorities, was to ſhew, that according to their opinion, the Greeks 
were ſo tar trom erring fundamentally, that they did mot erre grievouſly in 


Divinity. And to this purpole the citation of Peter Lombard was pertinent, 
who 
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wer concerning Damaſcen, and your own after Bonaventure of his won dic;- 
7245, hath been ſufficiently diſproved already. What Tolet holds, or the Ly- 
therans deny, the words of neither being of either ſide produced, deſerve no 
further conſideration. 

You tell us, his Lordſhips Argument depends upon this, That the Holy 
Ghoſt may be equal and conſubſtantial with the Son,thoush it proceed not from him; 
which, you lay, is a matter too deep for his Lordſhip to wade into. But any indif- 
terent Reader would think it had been your concernment to have ſhewn 
the contrary, that thereby you might ſcem to make good ſo heavy a charge, 
as that of Hereſie, againſt the whole Greek Church. For, if the Holy Ghoſt 
cannot be equal and conſubſtantial with the Soz, if it procecds not trom the 


Sox; then it follows, that they who deny this Proceſſion, muſt deny that 
Equality 


—— — — 


Chap. I. The Defen.e of the Greek Church. 


eres, 


cm 


Equality and Conſe:bſtantiality of the Spirit with the Soz : which you ought 
to prove, to make good Four charge of Herelie. But on the other fide, if 
the $»:rit may be proved to be Coz: by fuch Arguments as do not at all infer 


his Proc:-toz from the Soz ; then his equality and conlubſtantiality doth not 


depend upon that Proceſſion: tor I ſuppoſe you grant, that it is the Unity of 


Eſſcace 1n the Perſons which make them equal and conſubſtantial ; but we 
may ſutitciently prove the $pir77 tobe God by ſuch Arguments as do not in- 
fer the Procefſion from the $9; as I might catily make appear by -all the 
Arguments inſiſted on to that purpoſe : but I only mention that -which the 
{econd Gezeral Corrnci! rhought molt cogent to that purpoſe, which is the 
Syrri:*s Etcrnal Proceflongron the Father ; 1t that proves the Spirit to be 
God, then its equality with the Son, 1s proved without his ProceJion 
from the Son ; for I hope you will not ſay, that the proving his ProceFion 
from the Father, coth imply Froce!ion from the Son too : becauſe the 
Proceſſion cannot be ſuppoſed to be from the Efence, for then the S$7+77 
would procecd trom it felt, but from the Hrpo//:ſis, and therefore one Can- 
nor 1mMPiy the concurrence of the other. And fince you pretend ſo much to 
underſtand thefe depths; betore you renew a charge of Herefie agin{t rhe 
Greet Ch:rch 1n this particular,make uſe of yeur 7 -colocical reaſoir im giving 
anintelligibleAnſwer to theſe Queſtions. 1 .Why the Sp:77: may not be equal 
and conſubitantial tothe other Perſons in the 7r/z/ty, ſuppoſing his Pro- 
con to be only trom the Futh-r, as the $92 to be e:ual and confubltanti- 
al with 7:47, when his Gexeratioz 15 only from the "2th. 2. If the 
Proceſſion from the Sy92 be necellary to make the Spirit conſubſtanti- 
al with the $92, why is not Generation of the Soz by the S>;ri# nzceſlary to 
make rhe $0 conſubſtantial with the $9177 ? 3. It the Spirit doth proceed 
from Father and Soz as dittinCt 171poſtaſes, how he can proceed from theſe 
Hypoſftiſes as one principle by one-common Spiration, without confounding 
their Perſoal ties ? or elie, ſhew how two diſtinct FHypoſtsſes always re- 
maining ſo, can concur in the {ame numerical aCtion ad 7ztra? 4. If there be 
{uch a nccefity of believing this as an Article of Faith, why hath not God 
thought fit to reveal ro us, the diltinct exzaxations of rhe Srz and Spirit ; 
an] wherein the Erc7aal Grazration of the Son may be conceived as di- 
ſtinct from the Proctor of the Sprrit , when both equally agree in the 
jame F//«zce, and neither of thein cxprefs the Pcr/7ality of the Iath x ? 
Either I lay undertake intelligibly to reſolve theſe things, or elſe ſurceaſe 
your charge of Her-ſiragainit the Greek Church, and upbraid not his Lord- 
ſhip for not entring into theſe depths. Methinks, there being confefſed 
to be Depths on both {:des, might teach youa little more modetty in hand- 
ling them, and much more charity to men who d1Jer about them. For vou 
way ſee, the Gree4s want not great plaulibleneſs of reaſon on-their {ide, 


as well asauthority of S:z/ptrc and Fathers, plain for them, but not fo a- 


gain them. As long therefore as the Gree Church confelleth the 4; 
rity, Cont-bſtantialny, Ererazl Prociiſion of the Spirit; and acknowleds- 
eth it to be 7h- S$p/7rt of the Soz, there muit be ſomething more in tt 
than the bare denial of the Proceſſion from the Son, which muſt make 
you 1ſo eager in your charge of Herelie again(t her. The truthis , there is 
ſomething elſe in the matter ; by this Article of F:tiogze, the Authority 
of the Ch:rch of Rozze in watrers of Faith 1s ſtruck at : and therefore if 
this be an H-reſze, it mult be on the account of denying the plenitude of 
her power in matters of Faith, as {/c/» and Bozaventurre ingenuoully 
confels it, and plead it on that account. And therefore wiſe men are not 
apt to believe, but that if the C#7ch of Rozve had not been particularly 
concerned in this a44:tzox to the Creed; it the Greets would have ſub- 
mitted inall other things to the Ci1rch of Rozze, this charge of _—_ 

would 
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would ſoon be taken of the File. Bur, as things itand, it ſhe be not found 
guilty of Herefie, ſhe may be tound as Catholzek as Romr, and more too, 
and therefore there is a neceſſity tor it, ſhe muſt be contented to bear it, 
for it is not conliltent with the Intereſt of the Church of Rome, that ſhe 
ſhould be free from Hereſie, Schiſzr, &c. Burt if the hath no ſtronger Ad- 
verſaries to make good the charge than you, ſhe may latishe her ſelf, that 
chough the blow's be rude, yet they arc given her by teeble hands. For 
let us now make way for 1 heo/ogical reaſon to enter the lifts armed Cap-43-pe 
in Mood and Figure. For now at laſt you tell us, Jo» wil! arene in Form 
againſt his Lordſhip and the Greek Church together. And thus 1t proceeds, 
If the Greeks errour be not only concerning , but azainſt the Holy Ghoſt, then 
( accordinn to the Biſhops own diſtiaition ) they have loſt all alfiſtance of that 
bleſſed Spirit, and are become no true Church ; But their errour ts not oaly 
concerning, but azainſt the Holy Ghoſt : Therefore, &c. The Major or firſt 
Propoſition contains the Biſhops own Doctrine, the Minor or ſecond Propoſition 
( wherein you learnedly tell us, what the Major and Minor in Syllogilms 
are) you thrs prove. All erronrs, ſpecially oppoſite to the particular and pr- 
ſonal Proceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt, are ( according to all Divincs ) a0t only er- 
rours concerning, but errours againſt the Holy Ghoſt : but the Greeks errour is 
oppoſite to the particular and perſonal Proceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt, as i alrezdy 
roved : Ergo, their errour ts not only concerning, but azainſt the Holy Ghoſt ; 
whoſe aſſiſtance therefore they have loſt, not only according to the firſt, but 
even latter branch of the Biſhops diſtinftion : and conſequently remain a0 
true Church. Now who 1s there, that out of meer pity can tnd in his 
heart not to yicld this to you, when you have been at ſuch pains to prove 
it ? But things ſet out with the greatclt formality have not always the moſt 
ſolidity in them. All the force of this Argument, ſuch as it 1s, lies in 
this, that his Lordſhip had ſaid, 7 ht the errour of the Greeks was rather 
about the Doftrine concerning the Holy Ghoſt, than aoatnſt th! Holy Ghoſt , 
which he after explains, by ſaying, It w.zs not ſich an errour, as diddef{roy 
the equality or Conſubſtantiality of the Spirit with the other perſons of the 
Trinity; T pray now take is Lordſhips explication of himſelf, and vou 
muſt form _ Argument atter anorher way than you have done : but 
you ſaw well enough, that you could not make any ſhew of an Argument 
but meerly trom words. It I thought ir worth conſidering, it were calie to 
tell you, rhat what is only againſt the Proceiſion from the Son, is not 
thereby againſt the Holy Ghoſt, becaule it may be the Holy Ghoſt, 1. e. the 
third perſon in the Trinity, though 1t proceed only trom the Father. And 
as well you might ſay, that whatever Doctrine denies the So 19 by ber otter 
of the Sp271t, 15 not only COANCEFRINID but azcinſt the Y97, and Urge the 
conlequences upon as good terms as you do' about the Spirit : But fo 
trifling an Argument 1s too much honoured by any ſcrious confutation. 


* And, it ſeems, you were ſomething ſenſible of ir your ſelf, when you fay, 


His Lordſhip ſeemed to have provided avainſ} the force of it (as who would 
not ? ) by hintiao a difference between errours fundamental and not ſiunda- 
mental ; which point I ſhall purpoſely examine in the followins Chaptcr. When 


you therctore come to hold /orth what is now but hizted at, I {hall readily 


hearken to what you have to lay. 

Thus tor any thing you have produccd to the contrary, it ſufficiently ap- 
pears, that the Greek Church 15 very unjuſtly charged with Herefic by you,and 
that thoſe teſtimonies which his Lordſhip produced, would as well hold tor 
the Modern as Ancient Greeks : to which I mightadd the judgement of others 
ot your own ſide, who ſpeak as much concerning the Modern Greeks as I ho- 
45 4 feſu, Azorins and others; but think not that way ofarguing to have 
much torce on cither ſide, and theretore pals it over. : 

And 
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And come to the debate of the Filioque, with which, you ſay, his Lordſhip 
begins t0 quibble, 03 occaſion of : the Popes znſerting it into the Creed, But I 
am quite of another mind, I think he ſpeaks very ſeriouſly, and with a oreat 
deal of reaſon, when he ſaith, Azd Rome 7x rhis particular ſhould be more 
moderate, if" it be but becauſe this Article ( Filioque ) was added to the 
Creed by her ſelf. And '1is hard toadd and Anathematize too. For what you ſay 
to this, of the Holy Ghoſts havins leave to afſift the Charch, in adaing ex- 
preſſions for the vetter explication of any Article of Faith : and then the 
Pope hath leave and command too, to Anathematize all ſuch, as [hall not al- 
low the nſe of ſuch expreſſes : I commend you, that when you muſt beg 
ſomething, you would beg all that was to be had at once; but, before 
you per{wade us to the digeſting ſuch cruditiesas theſe are, prove but 
theſe following things. 1. Where it is, that there is any promiſe of the 
Holy Ghoſts athitance, in adding any Articles to the Creed, under pretence 
of better expreſſions for explication of them ? 2. Suppoling ſuch an aſh- 
ſtance, what ground is there to impoſe ſuch additional expref/ions, 1o that 
thoſe who admit them not, mult be guilty of Hereſie, and conſequently 
(by your principles ) incur eternal damnation 3. How thoſe expreſſions 
can be accounted a better explication of an Article of Faith, which con- 
tain ſomething not implied in, nor neceſſarily deduced from, any other 
Article of Faith ? 4. If this a/ifaxce be promiled to the Church, how any 
one part of that Ch»rch, as great a part itifly oppoſing ſuch addirional ex- 
reſſions, can claim that athſtance to it ſelf ; the other parts of the Ca- 
tholick Ch:rch, utterly denying it ? 5. It anaſſiitance as to ſuchthings be 
promiſed the Church, why may it not be more reaſonably preſumed to be 
in an Oecumenical Conncil, as that at Epheſus forbidding ſuch additions, 
than in any part of the Church, which after ſuch a Decree ſhall direQly 
contradictit? 6. What right can the Church have to Anathematize any 
for the not uſing ſuch expreſſions, which that Church which determins the 
uſe of them, doth acknowledge to be only expreſſions for better explica- 
tion of an Article of ' Faith ? and conſequently the denial of them can- 
not amount to the denial of an Article of Faith; but only of the better 
expltcation Of it. 7. It all thele things be granted, how comes the Pope, ot 
only to have leave, but command too, to Anathematize all ſuch as uſe aot 
theſe expre/jrozs * Where 1s that Command extant ? how comes it to be li- 
mited to him.? Is he expreſſed in it? or doth it by neceſſary conſequence 
follow from it 2 What good would it do us, to ſee but one of theſe proved, 
which you very fairly beg in the lump together : And, till you have proved 
themall, you may allure your felt, that we ſhall never believe that the Pope 
hath ſo much as leave, much leſs command, to Aad and Anathematize too, 
As to the F:lioquc, you grant, Th.it many hundred years had paſſed fromthe 
time of the Apoſtles, before Filioq:ze was added to the Nicene Creed, and more 
ſince the declarations and decrees were [ufficieatly publiſhed , and in all theſe 
years ſalvation was had without mention of Filiogue. A fair Conceſſion ; and 
nothing is wanting to deſtroy all that you had fſaid' before, but only this, 
that what was not once necellary to ſalvation, cannot by any after-decla- 
ration of the Church be made neceſſary, as ſhall be abundantly manite- 
ſted in the Controver ſt? of fundamentals, W hat follows, muſt be more 
particularly conſidered, becauſe therein you would fain remove the Ar- 
ticle of 17/;0qnc, from being the caule of the Sh: between the Eaſterzand 
Weſtern Churches, and impute it wholly to the Pride and Amb:tion of rhe 
Eaſtern Prelates. Your words are. But 7t ts alſo true, That the addition of 
Filioque to the Creed, w.ts made many years before the difference brake out be- 
tween the Latins and Greeks; fo that the inſertins this word ( Filioque ) into 
the Creed, was uot the firſt occaſion of Schiſm + But orudaes ariſing among the 
F Greeks, 
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Greeks, who had been a large flouriſhing C hurch, with a aumber of oft learn- 
ed ani zealous Prelates, and held the Articles ſtill, though npon empticr heads ; 
ſuch, quickly filled with wind, thinking their felling places, and great City of 
Conſtantinople 5 might hold up againſt Rome ; they began to quarrel, z0t 
for places ( that was too mean a motive for ſuch as look'd ſo big) but firſt they 
would make it appear, they could teach Rome ; pay, they ſpied out Hereſies i 


_ 


it (the old way of all Hereticks ) and ſo {ll to queſtion the Proceſſion of the Holy 
Ghoſt ; and muſt needs have Filioque out of the Creed.' Theſe words of yours 
lay the charge of Sch; on the Greeks wholly, and thereſore, in order to our 
vindication of chem from that, two things mult be enquired into. x. Whe- 
ther it was in your Churches Power to make the 44d-r:0z of Filrogreto the 
Creed. 2. Whether the Greeks Ambition and Pride were the valy caule of the 
Separation between the Eaſtern and Weſtern Churches. 

1. Concerning, the acdition of F:/:0qze , two things muſt be enquired in- 
to; 1. When it began, and by whom it was ad:ied tothe red, 2. Whe- 
ther they who added it, had power foto do, ap. to tinpuic on all others 
the uſe of it. 

x. Concerning the time of this Addition ,- nothing ſeems more dark 

in Church Hiſtory than the preciſe and punctual time of it. And ſo much 
you acknowledge your ſelf elſewhere. But it ſeems, it is your con- 
cernment to ſay, That the Addition was made before the difference brake out. 
To thar I anſwer, if you mean, that in ſome Churches the Proce//roz [r0 
the Sou was acknowledged before that ditterence, I grant it, as is clear 
by ſome Comnncils of Toledo; and, that the doctrine of the Proceſſion 
was received in Fraxce too, about the time of Charles the Great, I acknow- 
ledge, and that it was admitted into the ſolemn Offices of the Church; 
but, that it was added to the /Viceze and Conſtantinepolitan Creed to be re- 
ceived by all Chrrchzs; 1o that it ſhould not be lawful for any to uſe that 
Creed without ſuch Addition, that I deny to have been before the Schiſpr, 
but aſſert it to have been a great occaſion of it. It 15 acknowledged, 
that in Spaiz, ſeveral Conncils of Toledo, in their protetlion of Faith, do 
mention the Proceſſion from the Sv; but this they delivered only as their 
own private judgements, and not as the publick Cree received by all 
Churches. For, Petavins contetlerh , that, 72 Symbolo info nihil adjecerunt, 
they added nothizio at all to the Creed. And, although the cuſtom of fing- 
ing the Conſtantinopolitan Creed inthe Litrrey, ſeems firſt to have begun 11 
Spain, from whom Petavizs fuppoſeth both the Freach and Germins re- 
ceived it; yet, even there it appears, it was not univerſally received. For, 
the Church of $:v// contented it ſelf ſtill with the Mpz.rrabict Litnroy, in 
which only the bare Niceme Creed was uſed. You tell us indeed, 7 hat thre 
inſerting the Article in the Conncils of Toledo, is ſuppoſed to have been done 
upon the authority of an Epiſtie they had received from Pope Leo : which, 
though it be not barely ſuppoſed, but afierted with great. confidence by 
Barozins; yet, ( as molt other things in him which are brought to advance 
the Po1e's Authority ) it hath no other ground but his contident afler- 
tion. There being not the leaſt ſhadow of proof for it, but only that this Leo, 
ina certzin Epiſtle of his to the Spaziards, did, oxce pon a tie, mention, 
that the $9 proceeded from the Father. Therefore, in Spain, I grant the 
Doctrine to be received ; I deny the Ad4irioz to be made to the Conſt anti- 
nopolitan Creed: although it be read, as added to it inthe 8. or 16. Con- 
cil of Toledo, under Receeſnintirs Anno Dom. 653. But this was (till only the 
declaration of their own Faith, in this Article, and no impoſing it on 0- 
thers.. In Fraxce, that it began to be received in publick ule 4. D. 809. 
muſt be acknowledged by the proceedings of the Legats trom the Conc! 
of Aqnif2razme to Pope Leo 3. But, it appears as clearly, that Pore Leo dick 
rhen 
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then condemn the ule of it, as will be ſhewed afterwards. When it ſhonld 
creep into the Athanaſian Creed, Teems as hard to find out, as when firſt 
added to the Conſtantinopolitan ; but, if we believe P;thezs, the whole 
Creed was of a Freach Compoſition (there being many Arguments to per- 
{wade us, it never was made by Athazaſirs ; of which, in their due place ) 
and /of/izs adds, T hat it is very probable it was com- 


poſed about the time of Charles the Great, the Contro- 9g"? Athanaſy ſynbo!um, quaneis Tower 


verlie being then ſo rife about the Proceſſion. Bur 


ris ut plerzque tradiderunt, 4. &. in Gallia & 
Thealago tamen inter il!ns dofiifſimo acu- 


that ſcems the leſs probable, becauſe the Article of t#//imoque ſeriptum. Þ. Pitheus Opuſe. de 


F:liogie 1s not found in the Axciext Copies of that pe 
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Creed, For Spalatenſis ſaith, That in all the Greek Co- 31. Spalatenſss ae Rep. Eccleſe Tom 3+ I: 7: 


pics he had ſeen, there was only mention made of the © 0: a 
Proceſſion from the Father. And the Patriarch Cyril 
ſaith, That mot only the Symbol of &:thanaſt:s is adulte- 
rated amona the Latins; but, that it is proved to be ( by the more ancient 
and renin Copies. But, however this be, we deny not but the Article of 
Proceion from the $oz, grew into ule, eſpecially in the Gallicaz and Sra- 
iſh Churches, betore the Sch:/22 broke out between. the Eafterzand Me- 
ſtera Churches ; but, our enquiry 1s not concerning that, but concerning 
the time when it was ſo added to the Conſtantinopolitan Creed, that it was 
required to beuſed only with that addition. For this you rell us, That 
Hugo Eterianus affirms, that it was added by the Pope 1a a fill Conncl at 
Rome, 6:t he names not the Pope. So likewile the Latin Divizes, at the 
Council of Florence, pretended itill, that it was added by the Pope in a full 


P« 424+ 


Council, but very carefully forbare the mention of the perſon, or the pun-_ 


tual time. But, it is your unhappineſs, if there be divers opinions to be 
followed, to make choice of the moſt improbable ; as you-do here, when 
you embrace that of Soco/ovizes, which is, That the Fathers of the firſt Coun- 
ci1 a: Conſtantinople, ſendin2 the Confeſſion of their Faith to Pope Damaſus, 
and his Council at Rame ; the Pope and Council xt Rome approved of their 
ſaid Confeſſion ; but yet added, by way of explication, the word Filioque to the 
Article which concerned the Holy Ghoje ; and this th:y did, to ſi2nifie, that the 
Holy Ghoſt .s true God, proceeded from the Son, ani was nv made or created 
by him, .u ſome Hereticks in thoſe times began to teach, Neither doth he, 
{ay you, affirm this without citation of ſome credible authority. I could wiſh 
you had produced it, not only for our ſatisfaction, but of the more learn- 
ed men of your own fide, who look on this as an improbable fiction, 
Bellarmin produceth many Arguments againſt it, ſaying, That no men- 
tion 15 made of it in the Conncils, or Theodoret*'s Hiſtory , who particularly 
relates the I.ctters of the Conpcil to: Damaſius, and his to the Conncil ; thar 
Leo 3. cauſed the Coſtantinopolitan Creed to be inſcribed-ina ſilver Table, 
without that Addition; that the third Conncil of Toledo uſed the Creed 
without that Addition ; that the Greets did not begin this Coptrover{ie till 
A. D. 600. And how could they poſſibly charge the Latizs with break- 
ing the Canons of the third Occumenical, when, (according to this opinion ) 
It was addedin the ſecond ? Perawins 1s 1o great a friend to your opinion, 
that in plain terms he calls it r/d/calors, and abundantly contutes thar 
imagination of its being inſerted, becauſe of the Herefie of the vomlets, 
as Manuel Caleczs calls it, who with Ari/tiaus are all thoſe worſhiptul 
Authorities which this opinion ſtands on. But, ſetting aſide the contrary 
Authoritics to theſc, any one, who isany thing verſed in this Controverſie, 
muſt needs eſteem this the moſt improbable account that can be given of 
this Addition. For, if this were true, how little did the Latizs at the Corz- 
cil at Florence underſtand: their buſineſs ; when, if they could have pro- 
duced ſuch an Addition before the Epheſine Conzcit, all the Greets objetti- 
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ons had come tonothing* It this were true, how little did Leo 3. conſult 
his own, or his predeceſſors honour, who diſlwaded the Leeats of the 
Council at Aqri/grare, from continuing 1n the Creed that Addition of F;- 
lioque : tor, when after a great deal of diſcourſe concerning the Article and 
the Addition ; the Legs at laſt tell him, That they percerved, his pleaſure 
that it ſhould be taken ont of the Creed, and ſo every one left ro his liber- 

*t9. His anhwer is, Soit ts certainly determined by mr, 
a noſtra parte decernitur; and 1 would perſwade you by all means to aſſent to it : 


was, 


ita quoque, ut a viſtra aſſentiatur, 4 nobis LS : . LAG : s 
66 295 Fa ſurdttwr, Apud Sirmond. And, tO maniteſt this to be his conſtant judgement, he 


Conc1l. Gallic. 


Baron. Annal. 


Phot. inep. ad Patriarch. Aquilcienſ. 


Tom. 2. p. 255. cauſed the Conſtantinopolitan Creed , withiut the Ad- 
ad An. 809. dition of Filioque to be inſcribed in a greater ſilvc 1 abl t, 
and placed publickly in the Church, to le read of all, 


Pct. Lombard. lib. 1. ſent, dit. 11, as y_=_ by the teftimony of Photius, and Peter Lom- 


Tune zitey ali ns 


bard, that fo all, both Greeks and Latins, might ſee, 
that nothing was added to the Creed. Had not this now been a {trange 
action of his, if this Addition had been ſo long before in the time of 
Damaſus ? Nothing then can be more evident, than that in this Zev's 
time, no ſuch Addition was made to the Creed : Therefore, it ſeems 
molt probable, which the famous Aztonrnns delivers , that this Addition 
was made by Pope Nicolans x. For, when he relates the cauſes, why 


|  Photins excommunicated him , he mentions that in 
actuſationes hoc principalt- 


tc poſuit, Tzſm fore excommunicetim, ous £E firft place, That he had made an Aaaition to the 
appoſuerat ad ſymbolum, $9. Sanum a filio Creed, by making the Jprrit tO proceed from the Sox - ana 


procedere. Similiter & depoſitum, quod ipſe . " +he th: Ee 
Nicolaus Pape in6difſer 3n ſnterts i rertds therefore had fallen under the ſentence of the third Occu 


Concilis.Anton.Part.3.Tir,22.c.153.ſe&.1o. 7erical Connut , which prohibited ſuch Adaitions to 


Concil. Fln- 
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be made. To which P. Pithenus ſubſcribes likewiſe, 
and Petavins ſeems not to diſſent ; the only thing which is pretend- 
ed againſt it, is, that Andreas Coloſſerſis in the Conncil at Ferrara, faith, 
That though Photius was a known and bitter enemy of the Latiz Church, 
yet he never objected this Addition againſt Vico/ans oradAdrian ; but how 
{trangely overſeen Andreaxs was in theſe words, {1thciently appears by Pho- 
tins his Encyclical Epiſtle, wherein he doth in terms objett this againſt the 
L.atins, as appears by the words already produced. So that although you 
would willingly have et this addition far enough oft from the Schrſaz, yer 
you ice how improbable a hetion you produce for it ; and withal 
you ſec, that this Addition by the conſent of your own moſt learned and im 
partial Writers, falls juſt upon the time when the $c4:7/#» broke our, v7. in 
the tumc of Nicolaus and Photins ; and therefore now judge you, whether 
thele words were ſo long added before the $chiſpr, that they could give no 
occaſion to it. 
2. Thenext thing to be conlidered,is, Whether they, who added it h1d power 
ſo to do ? Two things the Greets inſiſt on,to ſhew,that it was not done by ſut- 


ficient authority. 1. Becauſe all ſuch Additions were directly probibited by the 
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Enbeſine Connell. 2. 1 hat ſuppoſing them not prohibited, yet the Pope had no power 
to add to the Creed without the conſent of the Eaſtera Churches. 

1. 1 hat ſuch Additions were ſeverely prohibited by the Epheſiae Council: the 
Sanction of which Conzc// to this purpoſe hath been already produced , 
and 1s extant both in the 4s of the Epheſine and Florentine Conncils, in 
which latter it 1s infifted on as the Foundation of the Greeks Arouments 
againſt the Addition of F:li2que, by Marcns Epheſins 3 and the reaſon he 
there gives of ſucha Sanction made by the Corncil at Epheſus, is, that af- 
ter the- Nicexe Conncil, in leveral Provincial Conacils, there, were above 
thirty ſeveral Expoſitions made of the Nicexe Creed ; upon which, the /c- 
cond Occumenical Conner made a further explication of it, explaining thoſe 
things which belonged to the Divinity of the Spirit, and the Incarnation 


of 
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of Chriſt ; and, becauſe they did not protubit any Additions, the Neftoriazs 
caſily depraved the NVrceze Creed, inlerting their own opinions into it (as 
appears by the confeſſion of Faith exhibited to the Conner! by Chariſins)which 
being read in the Conxcil, and the Fathers thereby underſtanding how ca- 
ſily, after this rate, New Creeds might be continually made in the Church, 
they ſeverely prohibited any further Additions to be made to the Creed 
And theretore, although they decreed in that Courcil the /iraizn Mary to be 
6:0r7x0c, in oppoſition to Veſtorzus ; yet, they never offered to inſert it into 
the Creed, although they apprehended it neceſfary to expliin the Occomomey 
of our S1wvionrs Incaraation. And that which much confirms the mean- 
ing of the Decrce, to be the abſolute prohibition of all kind of Additions to 
the Creed, 1s, the Epiſtle of S. Cyril of Alexandria to Johannes Anticiin pus, 
whercin reciting this decree of the Corzcid he adds theſe words as the expli- 
cation of it. We neither permit our ſelves or others to 


chinze one word or ſyllable of what is herein contained me 8 6c taureies n criget; 


(ſpeaking of the Vicexe Creed) which Epiltle was read 3 Mig Sutar 7 byneruiray brei0t, 
© w vidy Ye Txafnvat ounabny. Pr. 589: 


and approved in the fourth Occumenical Council, To this Seff. 5. 
the Latias anſwered them, that which is ſtill anſwered 
inthe ſame caſe, viz. That this Article of Filiogue was only declaration, and 
not a prohibited Addition : But the Greets ſay, this anſwer 1s unſatisfatory 
on theſe accounts. 1, Becaule there isno reaſon to ſay, that Decree doth 
not torbid the inſerting Declarations into the Creed. 2. That 1t it did not 
torbid that, yet there is as little reaſon to ſay, this was a meer Leclaration, 
rt. Becaulc there is no reaſon to ſay, that the Conrc?l did not forbid the 1n- 
ſerting Declarations into the Creed : For, as Befſarioz well obſerves, it ne- 
ver was lawful to add ner and diſtin& Articles of Fazth, from thoſe which 
are contained in Scripture, but the Church only undertook the explication 
and declaration of the things therein contained ; and this was only lawful. 
Theretore the Ancient Fathers had full liberty of explaining Articles of Faith, 
and uſing thoſe explications, as they judged molt expedient, and to place 
them where they thought good, ſo it were not in Scripture : thence they 
might inſert them intothe Creed, or elſewhere. But afterwards (7. e. after 
this decree of the Epheſine Connerl) this liberty was partly taken away, and 
partly continued. For, it ncver was, or will be, unlawtul to exp lain or de- 
clare Articles of Faith ; but to inſeri thoſe explications into the Cre:d, 15 now 
unlawful, becauſe forbidden by the decree of a Geer Council. For, faith 
he, the Fthcrs of the third Conncl, obſerving what great INCONVENLencies 
had tollowed in the Church, upon the inlargement ot Creeds, and that no 
injury couldat all come by the prohibition of any further Additions to be in- 
{erted (tor by that means they ſhould only be bound to believe no more than 
what thoſe Holy Fathers believed ; and who dare charge their Faith with 
imperfection) and they did theretore wiſely torbid all other expolitions ot 
Faith to be inſerted into the Crd, as he there at large proves. And in the 
progreſs ot that dilcourle, takes of that which Be//ar-2ix looked on as the on- 
ly ſatis/actory anſwer, v2. 1 hat the prohibition concerned only private perſons ; 
For, faith he, it cannot be conceived, that the Corxcil ſhould take care about 
the Declarations of the Creed, made by particular perſons (whereas it al- 
ways was, and is lawtul for ſuch to declare their Faith more particularly, 
as appears by the Creed of Chariſius, received in this Council) but this they 
looked after, that the Creed, which was commonly received in the Chriſtiar 
Churches, and into which men are baptized, ſhould receive no altcration at: 
all. And toſhew what their meaning was, though their Conncil was pur- 
polely aſſembled againſt NVeſforirs, yet they would not inſert ©: into 
the Cre:d. And the ſame decree was obſerved in the 4, 5,6, 7. Councils ; 
which, by their actions, did declare this to be the meaning of the Epheſeze 
Connctl, 


I 


Concil. Florent. 
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Conncil, that no Declarations whatſoever, ſhould hereatter be inſerted into 
the Creed. For, if they were meer Declarations, there was much leſs ne- 
cellity of inſerting them into the Crzed, which was ſuppoſed to be a Syſteme 
of the neceſſary :rticles of Faith. 

2. There was as little reaſon to ſay, that this Article was a meer Declaration. 
For, the Latizs pretended, that the Article of Fi/zoque, was only a further 
explication of that ex Patre. For, if ſo, then whoſoever doth believe rhe 
Proceſſion from the Fathcr, doth believe all that 1s necelfary to be be- 
lieved : And thertfore certainly it can be no Hereſie not to believe the 
Proceſſion from the Sor, becauſe that is only ſuppoſed to be a Declaration 
of that from the Father. And ſince you are ſo.ready to charge the Greet 
Church with Hereſi-, I pray tell us whether this Article be a Declaration or 
not : If not, then the Latizs were all deceived, who pleaded the lawtulneſs 
of inſerting F:{:0qze on that account ; and conſequently it muſt bea prohi- 
bired Addition ; It it be, then ſhew us what Herelie [yes in not acknow- 
ledging a meer explication, when all that is ſuppoſed neceſlary 1s believed 
in the ſubſtance of the Article. Moreover, B-ſſar0z rightly diftinguiſheth 
between anexplication,% iyxcyor, from %  eyxeuwor, and therefore grants 
that the 1/097 might be ſaid to be an explication of ſomethize contained in 
the Creed, but not ovt of axy thing contained 1n the Creed ; and therefore the 
Medinm being extrinſecal, it could not be ſaid to be a mecr Declaration. For, 
there can be no neceſſary Argument drawn from the Proceflion trom the 
Father, to infer the Proceſſion from the Son ; but it mult be proved from 


. ſome extrinſecal diſtint argument, 


2. Suppoſe this to be no prohibited Addition, yet what right had the Pope and 
his Conncil, without the conſent of the Eaſtern Churches, to make this Addition to 
the Creed ? For, the Greeks ſaid, whatever authority the Church of Roe had, 
it received by the Canons, and its authority was therefore leſs than that ofan 
Oecumenical Conncil, wheretore it could not jultly repeal, or a contrary to 
the decree of a General Conncil, as it did apparently in this caſe. By which 
means the Zatizs were driven oft trom thoſe which they looked onas {lighter 
velitations , and took Sazitnary in the Plenitude of the Pope”s Power, that 
therefore no Corzcil could preſcribe to him ; there could be no necellity of 
his calling the Eaſter Churches to debate this 1ddrrioa, for he could do it of 
himſelf,by virtue of his own authority inand over the Church. Here 4» 
and Bozaventure think to lecure themſelves, and hither they are all driven 
at laſt. So that we plainly ſee, whatever elle is pretended, the Popes ſir p- 
ed Power was that which truly gave occaſion to the $chipn : Tor, it was 
not the Ltizs believing the Procefſion trom the Son, which made the 
ſeparation between the Ezſtern and Weſtern Churches, but the PopOs pretend- 
ing a Power to impoſe an Article of Faith in the Creed againſt the decree of a for- 
mer, and without the conſent of a preſent Oecumenical Connuul, If you pretend, 
that there hath been ſince an Occnmenical Conncil at Florence, which hath de- 
clared it; by that very anſwer you juſtife the Greeks before that Cornctl, and 
ſo lay the guilt of the $ch;/-z wholly on the Pope, who did infert and impoſe 
this Article, before an Occumenical Conmil. Thus ſtill it appears, the cauſe 
of the Schi/1z began at Rome ; and by the ſame argument with which you 
charge them with Hereſie, v/z. the Conxcil at Florence, you vindicate the 
Greek Church trom Schiſms, inall the ations of it before that Conxc7!. 

And this might ſu tice to ſhew, that it was not he levity, vanity, or an: 
bition of the Greeks, which gave the great occaſion of the Schiſm, but the Pride, 
Iucroachments, and Uſurpations of the Church of Rome, as might largely be 
maniteſted from the hiſtory of thoſe times, when the Shi/: began. The riſe 
of which ought to be derived from the times of the Cayſtantinopolrtan, and 
Chalcedon Councils ; the ſecond and fourth Oecnmenical. For, the Canons of thole 
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Conniils decreving equa! Priviledoes to Conſtantinople,with thoſe of Rome,wrace 
the Popes have a coatiazal jealonſis upon the Greek Church, and watchall op- 
portunitics to diſgrace it, and intringe the liberties of it. Thence came the 
rage of Leoagainlt Anatol:ns the Patriarch of Conſtantinople, in the time of 
Martianns ; thence the feud between Simplicins and Felix 3. of Rome, and 
Acacins of Conſt:ntianple, tor defending the Priviledges of his Sze, in oppoſi- 
tion to the Pop:*s; infomuch that Fel:x tairly excommunicates him, becauſe 
he would not ſubmit to the Pop:'s tryal in the caſe of the Patriarchof Alex- 


andria ; which continued ſo long, that Erphemins, who ſucceeded 4cacirs, 


though he excommunicated Pe: tr::5 Moggus of Alexandria, yet could not be 
received into the Communion of the Roman Church by Felix, becaute he 
would not cxpunge the name of 4c4c/zs out of the D:prychs of the Chrch;and 


. 


afterwards G:/a/7775 refuſed it on the ſame grounds ; which Exphernins [till 


- ©; » o » . oO . =_ : 
denying to do, the Schiſfin continued. And, although atterwards the Ex 


perour Anita, and the Greek Chrrih, delired the making up of this dite- 
rence; yet noother rerms of communion would be accepted by Hrmzſd zs, 
without the expunging the name of Acac/zz5, So implacably were riicy bent 
again(t rhe very memory of Acacis, tor defending the Privzledze of Is See, 
that they would rather continue that lamentable $ch:/z, than not avenge 
themſelves upon him ; and conſequently, make all future Patr:ar-hs fear- 
ful of oppoling the Pope's Authority. If we look yet further, we ſhall ſtill 
find the ambition of the Popes to have cauſed all the diſturbance in the 
Greet Ch:rch's, although ſome of the Patriarchs of Conſtantinople cannot be 
exciſed trom the ſame taults. In the time of rhe /tcopd Conncil at Nite, Pope 
Ar: not only contends for the enlargement of his Juriſdiction, but threa- 
tens to pronounce them FH reticks, who did not conſent to it, which makes 
P, Fries de Marca ſay, hat he ſuppoſeth[that] the firſt time ever any were charged 
with Hereſi: oa ſuch an arconnt, The ſame pretence we ſtill ind inall the 
Schiſmzs which ever happened,as that in the time of Phot1ns, that afterward, 
in the time of Michiel Cerulirins, and in the ſucceſſiveages, ſtill the terms 
of communion were, Submiſſion to the Charch of Roe, and acknowledging 
the ſupremacy of that See, which the Greeks did then, and do {till conſtant- 
ly deny ; ſo that it wasnot the Greets Lewity, but the Rozzaniſts ambition 
and uſurpation which gave occalion to that feartul Sch:ſr. = 
But tor all this, Ir 2»/} fill be lawful for vour Church to add, ad Anathema- 
f/2 t00: which his Lordſhip thought a little unreaſonable, but it ſeems you 
do not : For, fay you, he Chnrch did riahtly Anatheiaatize all ſuch denyers ;, 
why lo, Breaxſe the meaning of the Latin Church beiao nnder ſtood by the Addi- 
107 of Flogie, and that whoſoever denyed, muſt be ſuppoſed to deny the Pro- 
eelfrom, thra it became Herefte to deny it, and the Church didriehtly Anathema- 
i2e a# ſuch deazers. So you lay indeed; but, you would do well 1. To 
ſhew, thar the underſtanding the meaning of the Latiz Charch, 1sſulfcient 
to make rhe denyers of what ſhe affirms, to be Herericks. 2. How any one 
that denics the F7/:09e mult be ſuppoled to deny the ProceJion. It you mean 
the ProceTion .: 171;1, you ſpeak very wiſely, but prove nothing, ; tor ſome 
might grant the Proceſſion, and yet deny the lawfulnefs of your Churches 
adding to the Crd, 3. All this while we are to ſeek how the Lariz Church 
can make 4ny thing to be a Hereſiz, which was not ſo betore. And therefore 
it your {1:h:7275 have no better grounds, the Greets need not much tear the 
elects of them. That vowr Ch:rch oa any occaſion is apt enough to ſpeak loud words, 
we may very ealily believe,but whether ſhe had juſt cauſe to ſpeak ſo big in 
this cauſe, 1s the thing in queſtion, and we have already maniteſted the 
contrary. | | 
His Lordſhip fays, It onebt to be no cafie thing, to condemn 4 man of Hereſie in 
fonndationof Faith 3 munch eſs a Church ; leaſt of all, ſo ample and large aCharch 
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as the Greek, «eſpecially ſo as to make them a9 Church. Heaven Gates were not 
fo eaſily ſhut agaraſt multitudes, wha S. Peter wore the K es at his ora Girdle. 
To this you anſwer ; Neither is the Roman-Catholick Church nuftly accuſable of 
cruelty (thonzh the Biſhop taxes her of it) becauſe ſhe is quick aud ſharp aoainſt 
thoſe that fall into Hereftc, But, it ſhe hath power to pronounce whom ſhe 
pleaſe Hereticks, and on what account ſhe pleale (as H:driz7 1. in cale of his 
Patrimony) and then it be commendable in her to deal with them as Herc- 
zicks, it muſt nceds be dangerous oppoling her in any thing, for ſuch who 
dread her Azathema's. But his Lordſhip was not G_ of what was to 
be done, in caſe of notorious Hereſie, but what ten erneſs ought to be uſed 
in condemning men for Hereſte ; and much more 1n condemning whole 
Ch-rches for it, on ſuch ſlender accounts as you do the Greek Church. You 


| ſhould ſhew, WhenS. Peer, or any of the Apoſtles did exclude Churches from 


communion, for denying ſuch Art:cles as that you charge the Greek Church 
with. And it would bz worth your eaquiry, why thole in the Corizrhian 
Church, who at leaſt queſtioned the Reſerrection ; thole inthe Galatian and 
other Churches, who aſſerted the Vecefſity of the Ceremonial Law nnaer the Go- 
ſpel;both which errours are by the 4poſle ſaid to be of fo dangerous a nature ; 
are not Anathematized preſently by the Apoſtle,and thrown out of the Church, 
at leaſt, zo prevent the infection of other Chriſtians, if not for the good of the Li- 
bertine Hereticks, as you ſpeak. Your mentioning S. Peters proceeding with 
Ananias and Sapphira, muſt be acknowledged a very fit reſemblance for your 
Churches dealing with Hereticks ; only they whom you are pleaſed to ac- 


- Count Hereticks, have cauſe to rejoyce, that ſince your Churches good will 


is ſo much diſcovered, ſhe hath not the ſame wiraculous Power : For, then 
ſhe would be ſure to have few left to oppoſe her. But do you really think, 
Ananias and Sapphira's fault was no greater than that of the Greek Church, 
that you produce this inſtance ? and, do you think the Church enjoys ſtill 
the ſame power over offenders, which S. Peter then had * It not, to what pur- 
poſe do you mention ſuch things here ; unleſs to let us ſee, that it is want of 
ſomething elſe beſides will, which makes you ſuffer any whom you call Hc- 
reticks tolive. That S. Pau{chaſtiſed his untoward Chr/arez, indeed you tell 
us, from 1 Cor. 5.5. 177.1. 20. but if you bring this toany purpole, you 
muſt makethe Greeks Errour, as bad as Inceſt, ora denying the Faith; and 
when you have done ſo, you may hear of a further anſwer. On what ac- 
count your Church puniſheth Deliaqueats, will be then neceſlary to be ſhewed, 
when you have a little further cleared what Power your Church hath to 
make Deliaquerts in ſuch caſes as you condemn the Greet Church for. Burt, 
as long as your Church is Accuſer, Witneſs, and Judge too, you mult 
never expect that your Azathema's will be accounted any other he bruta 
{ulmina, noile and no more. 
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CHAP. 2. 
Of Fundamentals in General. 


The Popiſh Tenet concerning Fundamentals, a meer ſtep to the Roman Great- 
neſs. The Queſtion about Fundamentals ſtated. An enquiry into the na- 
ture of them. What are Fundamentals, in order to particular perſons; and 
what to be owned as ſuch, in order to Eccleſiaſtical Communion. The Pru- 
dence and Moderation of the Church of England, in defining Articles of 
Faith, What judged Fundamental by the Catholick Church, No new Ar- 
ticles of Fzith can become neceſſary. The Churches Power in propounding 
matters of Faith, examined. What is a ſuffucrent Propoſition. Of the A- 
thanaſian Creed, and its being owned by the Church of England. In what 
ſenſe the Articles of it are neceſſary to Salvation. Of the aiſtinition of the 

material and formal object of Faith, as to Fundamentals. His Lordſhips 
integrity, and T. C.'s forgery, inthe teſtimony of Scotus. Of Hereſie, and 
how far the Church may declare matters of Faith. The teſtimony of S. Augu- 
ſtine vindicated. 

if B-- Greek Church appearing not liley of Hereſie, by any evidence of $. 1. 

Scripture, Reaſon, or the Conſent of the Primitive Church, nothing 
is left to make good the charge, but that the Church of Rome hath defin'd 
it to be 10; which Pretence, at fr{t view, carrying the greateſt partiality 
and unreaſonableneſs in it, great care is taken, thatthe partiality be not 
dilcovered, by not openly mentioning the Church of Roxze, but the Church 
in General (as though it were impoſflible to conceive any other Church but 
that at Rx) and for the unreaſonableneſs of it, it muſt be confidently al- 
lerted, That all points defin*d by the Church are Fundamental : Soto beſure 
the Greek Church will never eſcape the charge of Hereſie. For this end, 

Mr. Fiſher in the Conference acknowledgeth, that when his Lordſhip had denyed 

the errour of the Greek Church to be Fundamental, he was forced to repeat what 

he had formerly brouzht againſt Dr. W hite, concernins Points Fundamental. 

The reaſon of which was, that, eaſily perceiving that it was impoſſible to 

ſtand their ground 1ntheir charge on the Greek Church upon other terms, 

he 1s forced to take Sar&#uary inthe Churches Definition ; and if that will 
not make it good, there is nothing elſe remaining to do it. And this isthe 
cauſe of the following Drſpute concerning Fundamentals ; whereig the main 
thing undertaken, 1s, the proof, that the formal reaſon of Furdamentals 

15 to be taken from the Definition of the x ene Church; but, as this muſt be 

conteſſed to be the main Fundamental of the Church of Rome, (for which yet 

the thing being manifeſt, no Definition of that Church is neceſſary ;) 10 

withal, I doubr not, but it will be made evident inthe progreſs of this dil- 

courſe, that never was there any pretence more partial, abſurd, and ty- 

rannical than this is. Which his Lordſhip takes notice of in theſe words, 

which deſerve a repetition ; It was not the leaſt means by which Rome grew p, 45.8.6; 

30 her Greatneſs, to blaſt every oppoſer ſhe had with the name of Heretick or «2. 

Schiſmatick ; for this ſerved toſhrivel the credit of the perſons. Apd the per- 

ſons once brought into Contempt and Ionominy, all the good they deſired in the 

Church, fell to duſt, for want of creditable perſons to back and ſupport it. To 

make this proceeding good, in theſe latter years, this courſe, it ſeems, was taker. 

The School that muſt maintain ( and ſo they do) that all Points defind by the 

Church, are thereby Fundamental, neceſſary to be believed, of the ſubſtance of 

Faith ; and that, though it be determined quite extra Scripturam. Ad then 

teave the wiſe and aitive Heads to take m_ that there be F mu enough ready 
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to determine what is fitteſt for them, TO this you anſwer, with an « wean: ! 
You callit a Squib, a Faxcy, a weak Diſcourſe, one of the Biſhops Railleries, 
and what not. Ir ſeems it pinched you hard, you cry out ſo Tragically. 

*Bur it is very certain, you are more impatient to have your Politicks, than 
your Errours diſcovered; and if you have = Curſes more dreadful than 

others, they are ſure to light on thoſe who diſcover the intrigues of your 

Deſigns. For if once men come to diſcern how much more of Artifice 

and cunning, than of Truth and Religion, there is inthe managing the In- 

tereſt of your Church, they would not eaſily think, the way to Heaven can 
lyeamong ſo many foldings of the old Serpent. And this 1s not to think as 

you tragically ſpeak, That all the world is turn'd mad or Heathen : tor , thanks 

be to God, as Catholiqueas your Churchis, it muſt be a huge Catachreſis to 

take it for all the world : neither do we think your Church mad, but very 

wiſe and Po/irick in theſe pretences ; and that {till you are reſolved to ſhew, 

that though other Churches may be more Children of light than yours (1gno- 

rance being ſo much in favour with you) yet yours is wiſer 72 its Generati- 

or. But how the pretending of your Church to Infallibility, and power to 

define Fundamentals, ſhould make us imagine all the world Heathez, 1s not 

eaſie to conceive, un'eſs you are conſcious to your felt, that ſuch pretences 

as theſe are,are the way to make it {o.But we mult ſee {till how your Corhnr- 

pits fits you. No truth left upon earth, but all become Tuglers ? See what it is 

| to be true Catholiques, that if they juggle, all the world mult do 1o too ; 
' | as though rotus mundus exercet hiſtrioniam, were Latin tor the Infallibility of 
the Charchof Rome. But have you indeed ſuch a Moopoly of Truth, that 
if your party prove Juglers, there will be no truth left upon earth ? if you 
had ſaid, none unſophiſticated, yet even that had been a great Truth left 
upon earth ſtill. But I ſhall cut you ſhort in what follows of your Decla- 
mation, by telling you, that though your Harangue were ten times longer 
than it is, and your exclamations louder, and your Authorities better than 
of your Prelates, Miracles, Dottors, Heads of Schools, auſtere and rdigions 
perſons (in Engliſh Monks and Friers) yet all theſe would not one jot per- 
{wade us contrary to common ſcnſe, and the large experience of the world, 
That Religzo is not made by you an Inſtrument to advance the Pupe?s 

Ambition, and that the Church 1s but a more plauſible name, whereby to 

maintain the Court of Rome. And we need not go from our preſent fub- 

ject, tor a proof of it. I will not charge this upon all perſons of your 

Communion, for all of them do not believe the State-principlcs of your 

Church ; and others are kept, as much as may be, from all ways of diſco- 
vering the great deſigns of it ; and therefore there may be ſo much inno- 
cency and fimplicity in ſome, as may keep them from proſlitnting they 

Salvation to the Popes Greatneſs ; but this 1s no plea on benalt of thoſe who 

havethe managery of thoſe deſigns; who it they do not fee what things 

are fittelt for the Pope's temporal ends, will not long be thought fit for 

their employment, But, is it not palpable how much you endeavour to 

ſhrivel Chriſtianity into a Party and FaQtion, excluding all others that are 

not of your party out of the Church, and conſcquently from hopes of {al- 

vation, though never ſo pious and conſcientious? Arc not the far greateft 

part of the opinions you contend for, againſt all the reſt of the Chriſtian 

world, ſuchasare maniteſtly ſubſervient to temporal ends? And are not 

{uch more zealouſly diſputed for, than the plain Articles of Faith, and the 

indiſpenſable precepts of the Chriſtian Religion? Have you not found out 

all the Artiftices imaginable, to enervate the force of Chriſtian Piety, by 

your Doctrines about Repentarce, Prayer, Indulgences, Probability, Purgato- 

73, and ſuch like ? And inſtead of thoſe rational ats of Devotion, which 
our Religion requires from us, have made choice of. ſuch fond,-ludicrous, 
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unintelligible pieces of Devotion, (by the moſt who are concerned in them) 
as though you were reſolved to ſee how much it was poſſible to deba:rch 
Chriſt;auity, and make it contemptible in the world? Add to theſe the 
Arts you have to violate Humane Societies , by diſpenſing with Oaths , 
breaking Faith, diſſolving Obedience to Civil Authority, when it oppo- 
{eth your deſigns ; and is1t poſſible then tor perſons not blind-tolded with 
the groſſeſt ſort of implicit Faith, to judg otherwiſe, but the de!ign of your 
Church is to determine, ot what #s trueſt, but what 15 fitteſt for your ends ? 
And, although you ſcurrilouſly call his Lordſhip's diſcourle, /# that mrieht 
ſerve ſometimes for Pulpit-babble , to deceive the piddy multitude, and calt 6 
miſt b fore their exes ; yet. you lee, he was not afraid of what any adverſary 
could fay againſt it, by writing it in a Polemical Diſcourſe, in which we 
could be glad to ſee ſoine of thoſe famous Legends, and Seraphical Notions, 
which your Pulpit-entertainments conſiſt ſo much of, eſpecially where you 
are out of the reach of Hereticks, and then we ſhou!d judge which looks 
more like babling, and deceiving the giddy mulritv:!c. Bur, to letus fee 
what men of reach and Politicians you are, v*: - ave found out a {trange 
Fetch in his Lordſhips diſcourſe, v/z. that ai: its 1s, That they might not fee F- 1% 
the impurity of their own Engliſh-Proteſtant Church, even in its firſt riſe under 
Henry the eighth, and the ou pan Policies it was beholding to for its 
reſtauration under Queen Elizabeth, as may be ſex in Hiſtory.Hiltory is a large 
wood to bid us ſeek tor theſe cheating Polzcies1n ; an4 if you had any other 
deſign, but meerly to ſhew your lelf a Pol:ticra» in this, that you can 
fortiter calumniart, uſe your tongue manfully when reproaches are nſefal, you 
wou'd have produced ſome evidence ſo clear of them, as his Lordſhip here 
inſiſts on in reference to your Church, Burt, as long as you converſe only 
in Gerera/s, you will give us leave tothink who thole are which uſe to do 
lo,viz. ſuch grand Politicians as your felt. For the Particulars of our Re- 
formation, we ſhall have occaſion to vindicate them in another place, and 
therein ſhall eaſily manifeſt what an [ch you had tocalumniate here,though 
you were {ure to /--xrt tor itafterwards. T hat which you call weakneſs 
of judgement, or want of Charity in his Lordſhip, will be found to lye at 
another door, by our making it appear, that what you call a -rouniil and 
impoſſible flander, 15a real and undotibted truth. But when you tell us, 
That {ch Rarlleries do not become one that vold be efteemed'a grave Dottor of vs. bh 
the Enzliſb Church, analterius orbis Patriarcha, as the ancient Primates of 
England heave been cald:; I know not whether you diſcover more judgment 
or reading init; your judement in calling that an unbecoming Raillery, which 
isa great and ſeafonable Truth ; your reading, 1n miſtaking Patriarcha for 
Papa, or elſe you were willing todiſemble it, becauſe then by the advan- 
tage of his 777/e, he might be fitter to diſcover the Artifices and Deſigns of 
his F.//or-Po-. The laying open of which 1s certainly vaſtly different from 
ſportiiig with all that can be ſerions on earth (man's ſalvation) as you moſt | 
injurioully calumniate his Lordſhip in your next words, in affirming ſo of 
him, wi:en his only defign was, to clear the way to mans ſalvation, by dil- 
covering the gins and traps which are laid in the way of filly men, by the 
pernicious ſubtilcy of thoſe of your party. 

The way being thus cleared, we come to the main queſtion, v/z. Whe- «' 
ther all Points , defined by the Church, are Fundwmcatal ; and here, becauſe Y 9. 
you tel! us, His Loraſhip is like oze that provides for a retreat or a ſubterfuze, 
by cutting out 4 number of ambiguous d'ſtinftions ; you give us fair hopes 
what clear proceedings we may expect from you, who abhor as much 
the clear ſtating of a queſtion, as Foxes do running in beaten Roads. Bur, 
as well as you love them, you mult be drawn out of your Hes, which 
will be much for rhe advantage of Truth, though very, little for yours. 
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To come therefore cloſe to the buſinels, that you may not think I ſeek ſub- 
terfuges, or retreats , I ſhall wave all other acceptions of /nndament lc, 
and take the Queſtion in your own ſenſe, that is, for Points neceſſary to Sal- 
vation. The Queltion then in controverlie between us, 15 this, Whether the 
ground or reaſon why any thing ts fundamental or peceſſary to ſalvation, be, be- 
cauſe it is defined by the Church tobe ſo, and conſequently, Whether all Porzts, 
defined by the Church, be not fundamental or neceſſary to Salvation ? For the oc- 
caſion of this Controverſie was from the Greek Charch, whether her er- 
rour, as to the Proceſſion from the So, be fundamental or no, z. e. ſuch 
as excludes her from being a Church, ani conſequently from Salvation. 1he 
round of your affirmation, 1s, becaule the Chnrch hith arfimed it to be fo ; 
{o that the ground and reaſon why any thing 1s ſuppoſed tundamental or ne- 
ceſſary to Salvation, muſt be the Dehinition of the Church : But for our 
better underſtanding your meaning, yoz diftingniſh of two ways, wherby 
Points may be neceſſary to Salvation ; the one abſolutely, by reaſon of the matter 
they contain ; which, lay you , is ſo fundamentally neceſſary in it ſelf, that aot 
only the disbelief of it , when proponaded by the Church, but the meer want of en 
expreſs knowledge, and belief of it, will hinder Salvation ; aud thoſe are ſuch 
Points, without the expreſs belief whereof, no man can be ſaved, which Divines 
call neceſſary neceſſitate medi ; others of this kind they call neceſſary neceſſitate 
przcepti, which all men are commanded to ſeek after, aud expreſly believe ; ſo 
that a culpable Temorance of them hinders Salvation, althoneh ſome may be ſ4- 
wed with invincible Tonorance of them. And all theſe are abſolutely neceſſary to be 
expreſly believed, either neceſſitate przcepti, or medu, 7z regardof the mat- 
ter which they contaia. But the reſt of the Points of Faith are atceſſary to be be- 
lieved neceſſitate prexcepti, ozly conditionally, that 1s, to all ſuch to whom they 
are ſufficiently propounded, as defined by the Church : which mcefſity proceeds not 
preciſely from the material objett, or matter contained in tham ; but from the ſor- 
mal object of Divine authority, declared to Chriſtians by the Church. s Definition. 
Whether therefore the Points in queſtion be neceſſary in the firſt manntr or no, by 
reaſon of their preciſe matter ; yetif they be neceſſary,by reaſon of the Divine Au- 
thority,or Formal object of Drvine Revelation, ſufficiently declared and proponnd- 
ed to us, they will be points Fundamatal, that is, neceſſary to ſalvation to be be- 
lieved,as we have ſhewed Fundamental muſt here be take. Thele words of yours 
containing the full ſtate of the queſtion in your own terms, and being the 
ſubſtance of all you ſay on this Controverlie, I have recited at large ; that 
you may not complain, your meaning 1s miſtaken in them. You aſſcrt then, 
that beſides that zec/ity which ariteth from the 9277747 of things to be 
believed, and from the abſolute Command of God; there is another ne- 
cellity conditionally upon the Churches Definition, but, ſuppoling that Defei- 
nition, the thing lo propouncled becomes as neceſſary to Salvation, as what 
1s neceſſary from the matter ; for in all hypothetical propolitions , the 
ſuppoſition being in act, the matter becomes neceſſary. For, unleſs you 
ipeak of ſuch a neceſſity, as becomes as univerſally obligatory, on ſuppo- 
{fition of the Churches Definition, as that which ariſcth from the matter, 
or abſolute command ; you are guilty of the greateſt tergiverſation, and 
perverting the ſtate of the Queition. For, otherwile that cannot be ſaid 
to be =, he hr or necellary to Salvation, in the ſenſe ofthis Queſtion, 
which is not generally neccflary to Salvation to all Chriſtians. For no 
man was ever lo ſilly, as to imagine, that the Queſtion of l'undamentals, 
with reſpect to whole Churches, as it 1s here taken, can be underſtood in 
any other ſenſe, than as the matter, calPd Id:mcatal or Neceſſary, muſt 
be equally fundamental and neceſſary to all perſons. And that this muſt 
be your mcaning, appears by the riſe of the Controverſic, which concerns 
the whole Erect Church, which you excludefrom being a Church, becauſe 
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ſhe errs fundamentally, and that ſhe errs fundamentally, becauſe the 


Chyrch hath defined it to be an errour, So that what the Church deter- 


mines as matter of Faith, 1s as neceſlary to be believed in order to Salva- 


tion, as that which is necefſary from the matter, or from an abſolute 


Cominand. For, otherwiſe the Greek Church might not be in a Funda- 
mental Errour, notwithſtanding the Churches Definition: the ground of 


this Errour being Fandameztal, not being derived from the matter, or ab- 
ſolute Command, but from the Churches Definition. If thzrefore the de- 
nial of what the Church defines, doth exclude from Salvation ; the necel- 
ſity and obligation muſt be equal to that which ariſeth from the matter 
to be believe 1. And it the Church defines any particulars to be expli- 
citly believed as neceſſary to Salvation, not only the ot dicbelicuing 
them, but the vt explicit believing them, will be as deſtructive to Salva- 
tion, as if the matter of the things themlelves were necetſary; or that it 
were abſolutely commanded ; for m thoſe caſes you ſay, the not explicit 
belicving 1s that which damns , and ſo on your principles it will do here, 
when the explicit belietis the thing defined by the Church. This will be 
more plain by an Inſtance. Ir is notoriouſly known, that at the ſhutting 
up of the Conn! of Treat, a Confei/ion of Faith was drawn up, and contirm- 
ed by the Bull of Pis 4. 4. D. 1564. and that, ut nniws & c :{dem fidei 
profeſſio rniformiter ab omnibus exhibeatur, That the Profeſſion of one and the 
ſame Faith, m:iy be mad: known to all,and d:clared uniformly by all. Tn: which 
Confeſſion, atter the enumeration of the Articles contained in the Ancr- 
ent Creed; there are many others added concerning ' radrtions, Seven $a- 
craments,the Decrees of the Council of Trent, as to Ortoinal [in and j »tification ; 
The Sacrifice of the Maſs, Tranſbſtaatiation, Communion in one kind ,: Pur- 
gatory, Ivcation of Stats, W orfhip of I wes, Indul-*aces, the Popes Su- 
premacy, &c. All which are required to be believed with an equal afſent 
to the former, as abſolutely ne ſſary to Datvation, and neceſlary Conditi- 
ons of C.:th;!ch Communon. For thus it ends; Hans weram Catholicans 
Fidem, extra qr: nemo ſalvns eſſe potejt, quam in preſenti ſponte profi- 
teor, CF weratiter teino, eanderm inteorim CC inviolatann nſque ad extremiunz 
vite (poitum, Creed bis true Catholick Faith, without which none can be fa- 
ved, which at preſ-at 1 prof: ſs, and try hold, and will ao whole and undefiled to my 
lives end, e&c. Jidge you now, whether an £quz:l explicit Faith be not here 
required tothe Deſ:nrtions of the Church, as to the Articles of the Creed ; 
anc] it ſo, there mult be an equiInecefſiry, in arder to Salvation, of believing 
both of them, it being here ſo exprelly declared, that theſe Detinitions are 
Tateoral Parts of that Catholick . Faith, without which there 1s 20 S$:/214tz02 
And what could be more {aid of thoſe things, whoſe matter or abſolute pre- 
cept do make them necellary ? '1 his Conteſſion of Faith therefore gives 
us the trueſt ſtare of the preſent Gueſtion, in theſe particulars. x. That 
the Definitions of the Church are to be believed, to be as neceſſary to Sal- 
vation, as the Articles of the {2ciezt Creed, without the belietof which 
no Salyarion 15 to be expected. 2. That the expl:c:t Belief of thele De- 
finitions as necellary ro Salvation, may be required in order to Catholick 
Communioz, and that they are to be believed of all as ſuch, 4cc2-ſe they 
are detined by the Church. So that the Queltion is not, 1I/hat is fo requt- 
red by the Churches Defiaution,declared and propounded to ns, that it onaht not t© 
be diſ-belirved without mortal and dammable ſin, which unrepented deſtroyes Sat- 
vation, as you ſtated it ; for this ſeems only to reſpeCt the Faith of particular 
perſons, who are to believe accordingas the Propoſition may be judged /uff- 
cient ; but the true {tate of the Queſtion, is, Whether any Definitions of the 
Church may be believed as Neceſſary Articles of Faith; and whether th-y ma; 
be impoſed on others to be believed xs ſuch, ſo that they may be excluded Carhe- 
lick 
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lick Commnion if they do not. For this 15 really the true ſtate of the Queſti- 
on, between your Church, and ours,ever ſince the Conrcil of 7 ret ; and as 
to it thus ſtated (as it ought to be ) I do molt readily joyn iſſue with you. 

For the clearing of which important Lzeſt;or, on which the main cauſe 
of our being ſeparated from your Communion depends,thele three things 
will beneceſſary to be exaQtly diſcuſſed. 1. What the Grounds are oa which 
any thing doth become neceſſary to Salvation ? 2. Whether any thing, whoſe 
matter is not neceſſary, and is not required by an abſolute Command, can by any 
means whatſoever afterwards become neceſſary? 3. Whether the Church hath 
power by any Propoſition or Definition to make any thing become weceſſ ary to Sat- 
vation, and to be believed as ſuch, which ws not fo before ? Theſe three I ſup- 
poſe you cannot deny but will take in all that is*conſierable in this Con- 
troverſie. Which I ſhall with the more care examine, becauſe nothing 
tends more to the peace of the Chriſtian World, than a through and clear 
diſcuſſion of it ; and nothing cauſeth more the $:hiſms and Diviſions of it, 
than the want ofa right and due conception of it. 

1. What the Grounds areon which any thins doth become neceſſary to Sal- 
vatio# ? For our better underſtanding of which, we muſt conſider two 
things. 1. What things are neceſſary to the Salvation of men as ſuch, or conſi- 
dered in their ſingle and private capacities? 2. What things are neceſſary to be 
owned iz order to Salvation, by Chriſtian Societies, or as the bonds and conditi- 
ons of Eceleſtaſtical Communion ? The want of underſtanding this diſtinttion 
of the neceſſity of things, hath cauſed moſt of the perplexities and confuſion 
in this Controverlie of Fuzdamentals. | 

1. What thoſe things are which are neceſſary to the Salvation of particular per- 
ſons ? But that we may make all as clear as poſſible,in a matter of ſo great 
intricacy, two things again mult be inquired into. 1. what the Ground ts, 
why any thing becomes neceſſary to be believed in order to Salvation ? 2. What the 
Meaſure and Extent is of thoſe thines which are 19 be believed by particular 
perſons as neceſſary to Salvation ? | 

1. What the Ground or Foundation is, oa which thipos become noceſſary to be 
believed by particalar perſons ? And that whichis the true ground of the ne- 
ceſſity, why any thinggs to be believed, 1s the proper y:t/0 of a Funda- 
mental Article. For, Iſuppoſe it a much clearer notion of F:adamentals, 
to underſtand them, not as Pr/xriples, from whence Deduttions ma 
be drawn of 7 hologrcal Truths; butin regard of thiar imincediate reſpect 
which they have to mens Salvation. Thoſe things rlierclore which are 
neceſſary to be explicitely believed by particular perſons, are Fundamentals 
in order to their Salvation. Now all belict in this caſc ſuppoſing Divine Re- 
velatio, nothing can be imagined to be neceſſary to be believed, but what 
may be certainly known to be of D:v12e Revidlution, But when we 
conlider, that beſides the general reaſonot believing what God hath re- 
vealed ; we mult Either {uppoſe, that all things are of equal neceſſity, 
which are revealed in order to rhe general end of this Revelation; or, that 
lowe things therein contained, arc exprelly neceffary to the end, and other 
things to be believed on the general account of Faith, fo far as they are 
known to be of Divine Revelatiov. Now from hence ariſeth a twofold 
necefſity of things to be believed ; the firlt more gencral and large, the 
ſecond more particular and abſolute. The firſt depends upon the for- 
al reaſon of Yaith ; the ſecond, on the particular cd of Divize Rewvelati- 
on. That which depends on the forma! reaſon of that Aſſext we call 
Faith, 1s that which ſuppoſcth Dive 7/7erxcity, or the impoſſibility of 
Gods deceiving usinany thing revealed by Him ; now this extends to all 
things whatſoever, which arc ſuppoſed by men to be of Divine Revelati- 
0, For, though men may miſtake in the matter, yet the reaſon of Aſ- 
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ſent holding , under that miſtake, they are bound neceſlarily to be- 
lieve whatever is ſuppoſed by them to be Divine Revelation. Here 
lies no difficulty in the ground of Faith , but all the care is to be uſed in 
rhe ſearch into the matters which are to be believed on the. account of this 
Revelation. But here we are to con{ider, that the only thing which is in Te- 
neral and abſolutely neceſſary to Salvation, 1s the general att of Faith, 
Viz. Believing whatever God reveals to be true, elſe God's Veracity would 
be cald in queſtion ; but particular objefts cannot be ſaid, on this 
account, to be abſolutely and — neceſſary, but only ſo far as 
there are ſufFicient convictions, that thoſe particulars are of Divine Re- 
velation. And, the more general and extenſive the means of convittion 
are, the more large and univerſal is the obligation to Faith. As, that 
the Scriptures containin them the Word of God, isa matter of more uni- 
verſal obligation, than particular things therein revealed ; becauſe the 
belief of the o© depends upon the acknowledgement of the other. And 
withal, ſuppoſing it believed, that the matters contained in Scripture 
are of Divin? Revelation; yet all things are not equally clear to all cava- 
cities, that they are therein contained. Which is a ſufficient ground for 
us, to ſay, It was not God's intention, that all things contained in his 
Word, ſhould be believed with the ſame degree of neceſſity by all per- 
ſons. And therefore, though the general reaſon of Faith depends on Gods 


Veracity, yet the particular obligation to the belief of particular things, as 


revealed by God, depends on the z2eazzs, whereby we may be aſſured, that 
{uch thingsare revealed by him : which means admitting of ſo great Yari- 
ety, as to the circumſtances and capacities of particular perſons, there can 
be no general Rule ſet down what things are neceſſary to be believed by 
all particular perſons. For, thoſe who have greater means. of know- 
ledge, a larger capacity, and clearer propoſal, are bound tobelieve more 
things explicitly, than thoſe who want all theſe, or have a lower de- 
orce of them. In which caſe, it is an unreaſonable thing to ſay, that 
{uch a one, who disbelieves any thing propounded to him as a matter 
of Fatth, doth preſently call in queſtion God's /eracity ; for he may as firm- 
ly believe that as any in general, and yet may have ground to queſtion 
whether God's //cracity be at all concerned 1n that which 5 propounded to 
him as a matter of Faith ; becauſe he ſees no reaſon to believe that this was 
ever revealed by God. And, by this, a clear anſwer 1s given to that Qreſti- 
on, which you propole : 11 hether all thoſe Truths which are ſufficiently propo- 
ſ{*d to any Chriſtian, as defined by the Church for matter of Faith, can be 
diſ-belteved by ſuch a Chriſtian, without mortal and damnable ſin, which un- 
repented deſtroyes Salvation? To which the anſwer is eaſie upon the 
grounds here aſſigned : for this queltion concerning particular perſons, 
and particular objects of Faith, the reſolution of it doth depend upon the 
[afficiency of the cans, to convince {ſuch a perſon, that whatever 1s pro- 
pounded as Defined by the Church for a matter of Faith, 1s certainly and 
truly ſo. For to inſtance in any one of thoſe new Articles of Faith, Tranſub- 
/tantiation, or the Pope's Supremacy, &c. you tell me, Theſe are neceſſary 
to be believed, or at leaſt cannot be diſ-believed without fin ( which is all 
one in this caſe, ſuppoling clear conviction, for then what cannot be dif- 
believed without {1n, mult be explicitly believed.) I deſire to know the 
grouzxds why they may not ? = tell me, Theſe are truths which are ſuf- 
ficiently propoſed to me, as defined by the Church for matters of Faith. I 
deny the Churches Propoſition to be ſufficient to convince me, that theſe 
are matters of Faith; tor I under[tand not what Power your Church hath 
to d-fieany thing for matter of Faith: if I granted that, I muſt under- 
ſtand what you meanby /*/iciezt Propoſition ; whether that your a 
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hath ſo defined them, or that ſhe hath power ſo to define them ; and be. 
cauſe Iam heartily willing to believe any _ that I have reaſon to believe 
is a matter of Faith; certainly it canbe no fin in me, not to believe that 
which I can ſee no ground at all to believe, cither in it ſelf, or becauſe of your 
Churches Definition. Andall this while, I have as high thoughts of Gods 
Veracity, as you can have, and it may be higher; becaule I zztereſt it not 
in the falſe and contradiftory Definitions of your Church. If theretore you 
will prove it to be a damnable ſin not to believe whatever 15 propoſed by 
your Chrrch for a matter of Faith, you mult firſt prove, that there is as uni- 
verſal an obligation to believe whatever 1s ſufficiently propoſed as detined by 
the Church for matter of Faith, as there is to afſent to whatever God reveals 
as true, And when you have done this,I will give you leave to ſtate the Que- 
ſtionas you do : for then you would offer ſomething to the proof of it, which 
now you do not. The ſubſtance then of what concerns the obligation to 
Faith,as to particular objeQs,on the account of D:ivize Revelation,lyes in the 
means Of conviction concerning thole particular objects being divincly reveal- 
ed, which being various, the degrees of Aſſext muſt be various too : but 
yet ſo that the more men are negligent of the means of convittion, the 
more culpable their unbelief is ; but where men ule all moral diligei:ce to 
underſtand what is revealed, and what not, if they cannot be convinced , 
that ſome particular thing is of Divine Revelation; it is hard to provethem 
guilty of mortal and damnable ſin, without firſt proving, that God abſolute- 
ly requires from men an Aſſezt to that, which it 1s i-2poſ/ible in'their C7- 
cumſtances they ſhould believe. And this is the fir/? ſort of things neceſſary 
to be believed by particular perſons; ſach as are believed onthe general account of 
God”s Veracity in revealing them. | | 
But becauſe there muſt be a more particular reaſon aſſigned of any ſuch 
intention in God to reveal his mind to the world, viz. ſome peculiar end 
which he had in it; therefore a further degree of the neceſſity of things 
to be believed, mult be enquired after, viz. ſuch as have an immediate 
an1 neceſſary reſpet tothe proſecution of that end. Now the only end 
aſſignable of that great expreſſon of Divie Goodneſs, indeclaring to man 
the 1/11! of God, 1s the Eternal welfareand Happineſs of mankind, for no- 
thing elſe can be imagined ſuitable and proportionable to the Wi/dom and 
Goodneſs of God; befides that, this 15 expreſly mentioned in Scripture as 
God's great end in it. Now this being the great end of Divine Revela- 
tion, the neceſſity of things to be believed abſolutely and in themſelves, 
muſt be taken from the reterence or reſpe& which they have to the attajn- 
ment of this end. And, although the diſtintion be commonly received, 
of xecefſity of the means, and of \ 4 command, as1mporting a different kin 
of neceſſity, yet in the ſenſe I here take Neceſſity in, the members of that di- * 
ſtinttion do to me ſeem coincident. For I cannot ſee any reaſon to believe 
that God ſhould make the belief of any thing zeceſſary, by an abſolute Con: 
and, but what hath an immediate tendency by way of z-axs, tor the a:- 
tainment of this end: For otherwiſe, that which is called the WNece//ity of 


 Precept, falls under the former degree of Vecef/ity, viz. That which is ro 


be b-lieved on the general account of Divine Revelation. And, although 
theſe things which are neceſſary, as wcaxs, are to be believed on the 
fame formal reaſon of Faith ; yet ſince God had a difterent ezd in the Re- 
velation of thele from the other, therefore there is a neceſſity of putting 
a difference between them. For, ſuppoſing God to have ſuch a deſign to 
bring the ſouls of men to Happineſs ; in order to this end ſome means 
muſt be zeceſſary, and theſe muſt conſequently be revealed to men, be- 
caufe they are ſo neceſſary in order to ſuch an end ; now it is apparent, 
All things contained in S:r/pzure, are not of that nature ; ſome being at ſo 
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orcat a reniove from this end, that the only reaſon of believing them, is, 
becauſe they are contained in that Book, which we have the greateſt rea- 
{on to believe, contains nothung falle init. Now the only way whereby 
we may judge of rhe nature ot theſe things, 1s, from. the conſideration of 
what is made the molt necelſary condition in order to happineſs ; and the 
way by which we may come toit. And nothing being more evident, than 
that the Go/pc/ contains 1n It a Covenant of Grace, or the conditions on 
which our Salvation depends ; whatever is neceſſary in order to our per- 
formance of the conditions required of us, muſt be neceflary to be be- 
licved by all. The Grpe/ therctore tendring Happineſs upon the condi- 
tions of our 6/7/7777 74 Chriſt, and walking ia him ; thele two things are in- 
diſpenſably neceſſary to Salvation ( where the Goſpel is known, for we 
have no reai0n to enquire into the method of God?s proceeding with others 
An h.arty Aiſe#t to the Dottrine of Chriſt, and A conſcientions walking accor d- 
ins to the Precepts of it. Put to undertake to define what parts of that 
botrine re eceſſary to Salvation, and what zot, feems to me wholly un- 
neceſſary ; becauſe the 4ſſezz to the Doi7rine of Chriſt, as revealed [rom 
God, muſt necetlarily carry init fo muchas is ſu ficient in order to Salvati- 
on. Whatever therelore 15 neccffary to a Sp/r/tual Life, is neceſſary abſo-» 
lutely to Salvation, and no more ; but what, and how much that is, muſt 
be gathered by every one as to hrnlelt from Scriptizre ; but 15 impoſſible 
ro be defined by others, as to all perſons, But in all, Fzith towards God, 
and in ow Lord "jeſs Chriſt; and repentance from dead works, are abſolutely 
and indiſpenlably neceſſary to Salvation, which imply in them, both an 
univerſal readineſs of mind to belicye and obey God inall things : And by 
this we ſee, what the Rule and Meaſure of the necelſity of things tobe be- 
lieved 15, as to particular re. lons ; which lyes in theſe things. _ 

i. Whatever God 14th revealed, is undoubtedly and infallibly trne. 

2. Whatever appeirs 10 we, upon ſoffucreat enquiry, to be revealed by God, 1 
am bound t1 believe it by virtuo off Gos"s Veracity. 

2. All things-not equatiy appencring to all perſons to be revealed of God, the 
ſame 1 ture of nocelfity cannot be extended to all perſons. 

4. An univerſal Afſent to the Will of God, and univerſal Obedience to it, 
are abſolutly and tndiſpeaſaily Hairy to all perlons, to whom God's Word ts 
revealed, 

Thus much may ſuttice concerning what is neceſſary to be believed by 
particular perſons, conlidered as fuch. | 

But this controverlte never need break Chri/ti2 Societies in that ſenſe, but 
the great difficulty lyes in the other part of it, which is moſt commonly 
itrangely conioundecd with the former, viz. What thinzs are neceſſary to be 
ovned, ti order to Charch-Socteties, or Eceleſiaſtical Communioa ? For which, 
we mult conſider, that the combination of Chri/#ax Societies, or that which 
we call the C:1h3/ict Church, doth fubſift upon the belief of what is necel- 
ſary co Salvation, Tor the very notion of a Chri/tian Church doth imply 
the belief of all thoſe things, which are neceſſary in order to the end of 
Chriſtian Religion, which 1s mens eternal Happinets. From whence three 
things mult be taken notiec of, 


j . 3% W4--» 
rt. 1 hat the wory beizg of a Church, doth ſuppoſe the neceſſity of what ts re- 


qrired to be believed in order to Silvation. For elſe there could not be ſuch 
a thing as a Chvrc! nmagined, which is only a combination of men toge- 
ther, upon the bclict of ſuch a Dottrineas neceſſary to Salvation ; and for 
the performance of thoſe aCts of Worſhip which are ſuitable thereto : 
Therefore to afſert the Chrrch to have power to make things neceſſary to 
Salvation, is nor only abſurd, but deſtructive to the Beizs of that Church, For 
when tt offered to dcfine any thing tobe neceſſary, which was not ſo before, 
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was it a Churchor no? If it was a Chyrch, it believed all things necellary : 
if it believed all thinzs neceſſary, before it Defized ; how cones 1t to make 
more things neceſſary by its Definition ? But of this more aiterw ards, 

2. Whatever Church owns thofe thinss which are antecedently neceſſary to the 
Beins of a Church, cannot fo long ceaſe to be a true Church. Pecaule it re- 
tains that which is the Foundation of the Beizg of the Catholick Ch rrch, 
Here we muſt diſtinguiſh thoſe things in the Catholrck Chirch, which give 
its B-izz, from thoſe things which are the proper A-7s of it, as the C:th ct 
Charch. As to this later, the ſolemn Worſhip of Cod in the way preſcribed 
by him, is necefary ; in order ro which there muſt be ſuppo'ed Iawtul #F- 
cers ſet in the Church, and Sram: nts duly adminittred : but t' cle I fay, 


a;erather the Exerc of the Commyn70n of the Cath lick Ch rch, than 


that which gives its Beizg, which is, the belict of that # //270 whore 1ts 
Sbſiftence and Unity depends ; andas long as a Church retains tits 1c keeps 
its Being, though the Izre2rity and Perjecti0n of ir depends upon te Guc CX- 
erciſe of all as of Communion 1n ir. 

3}. The Union of the Catho'ick Chirch depends upon the aorecment of t, in 
making the Founlations of its B-in17, tobe the grounds of its Communic», Tor 
the Unity being intended to preſerve the Be:z2, there can be no reaſon 21- 
ven, why the bonds of Uz/- ſhould extend beyond the Fornd cz of its 
Being, which is, the owning the things necelfary to the S:/w47'0, of all. 
From whence it neceſſarily follows, that whatſoever Chrch 1mpoleth the 
belief of other things 2s zcceſſary to Salvation, which were not ſo antece- 
dently neceſſary to the Reizp of the Catholick Church, doth, as much as in it 
lies. break the Cty of it ; and thoſe Chrrches, who delire to preſerve its 
Urity, are bound thereby not to have communion with it ſo long as it doth 
ſo. Of what great conſequence theſe principlesare to the true underſtand- 
ing the Diſtance between our Church and yours, it you fee not now, you 
may feel afterwards, : 

Theſe things being premiſed, I come to that which 1s the main ſ:ubject 
of the preſent Diſpute, which 15, What thoſ | thinss are which oht to be 0'0- 
ed by all Chriſt1an-Socreties as neceſſary to Silvat ion, on which the Bins of the 
Catholick Church depends. If we can find any ſure footing for the [Defiu:tion 
of theſe, we ſhall thereby find ui hat rhe necetlary conditions of Eccl [3rſf:cal 
Commupicz are, an! conſequently where the proper cauſe of Sch:/zy lyes in 
tranſgreJing thoſc bounds, and what Foundations nav he Jaid for the Peace 
of the Chriltian world. Which being of fo vaſt 1mportance, would re- 
quire a larger diſcuſon, than this place will admit of : but ſo far as 1s 
pertinent to our preſent ſubiect, I ſhall enquire 1nto it ; and give an ac- 
count of my t! oughts, in theſc Propoſitions, 

I. Nothing ought to be ovncd as neceN[ary to Salvation by Chriſtian-Socteties, 
bit {ch thinos, which, by th: judoem nt of all thoſ” Societies, are antecedeatly 
neceſſary to the Bring of the Catholick Church. For, no reaſon can be atTigned 
(as I ſaid before) why the Bozds of Union ſhould be extended beyond that 
which 1s the Chrches Fondation; neither can there any reaſon be given 
why any thing elſc ſhould be judged neceſſary to the Chrches Communion, 
but what all thoſe Chmrches (who do not manifefily difſent trom the Ca- 
tholick Church of the firſt Ages ) are agreed in, as neceſſary to be helieved 
by all; this will be further explained iy ot Only Iadd here, when 
I ſpeak of the neceſſary conditions of Eccle(1aſtical Communion, 1 ſ peak of 
ſuch things which muſt be owned as Neceſſary Articles of Faith, and not 
of. any other Azreem-nts tor the Churches Peace. 1 deny not therefore, but 
that in caſe of great Divi{ins in the Chriſtian World, and any National 
Churches reforming it ſelf, that Church may declare its ſenſe of thoſe abu- 
les in Articles of Relizioa, and require of men a Subſeriptioa to them ; but 
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then we arc to conſider, that there is a great deal of difference between 
the owning ſome Propoſitions in order to Peace, and the believing of them 
as neceſſary Articles of Faith. * And thus 1s clearly the ſtate of the diffe- | 
rence between the Church of Rowe, and the Church of England. The Church 
of Rowe impoleth new Articles of Faith to be believed as zeceſſary to Salva- 
7:04 ; 4s appears by the formerly cited Bul! of Pizs 4. Which Articles 
contain in them the Juſtification of thoſe things which are molt excepted 
againlt by other Churches ; and by her impoling theſe as the conditions of 
her Communion, ſhe makes it neceſſary tor other Churches, who would 
prelerve the Unity of the Catholick Church upon her true Forndations, to 
torbear her Communion. But the Church of Ex2lanud makes no Articles of 
Faith, but ſuch as have the 7e/t;z20zy and Approbation of the whole Chri- 
ſtian world of all ages, and are acknowledged to be ſuch by Roxze it ſelf, 
and in other things ſhe requires S*b/criprioz to them not as Articles of 
Faith, but as Iaferionr 1ruths, which ſhe expects a ſubmiſſion to, in or- 
der to her Peace and Tranquillity. So the late learned L. Primate of 
Ireland often cxpreſſeth the ſenſe of the Church of Enoland, as to her thirty 
nine Articles. Neither doth the Church of England, faith he, defize any of 
theſe Queſtions, as neceſſary to be believed, either necel- | / 
fitate medi, -or neceſſitate pracepti, which 7 zach leſs ; Biſhop Brambal. Schum Guarded, ſed. 
but only bindeth her Sons, for Peace ſake, not to oppoſe G 99D 
them. And 1n another place more tully. We do pot ge. r. cap. 11. p. 150. V. Replication 
ſuffer any man 10 reject the thirty nine Articles of the to the Biſhop of Chalcedon, p. 254- 
Church of England at his pleaſure; yet neither do we look 
upon them as t:ſſentials of Saving Faith, or Legacies of Chriſt and his Apoſtles : 
but in a mean, 4s pious Opinions fitted for the preſervation of' Unity ; neither 
do we oblige any man to believe them, but only not to contradict them. By 
which we ſee, what a vaſt difference there is between thoſe things which 
are required by the Church of Ezzland, inorder to Peace ; and thole which 
are impoled by the Church of Rome, as part of that Faith, extra quans non 
et ſalus, without belict of which there is no Salvation. In which ſhe hath 
as much violated the Uz7ty of the Carholick Church, as the Church of Emzlaud 
by her Pradeace and Moderation hath ſtudied to preſerve it. 
2. Nothin onzht to be impoſed as a aecefſary Article of Faith to be believed dV. 7+ 

by all, but what may be evideatly propounded to all perſons, as a thing which Goa 
aid require the explicit belief of. It being 1mpoſhble to make any thing ap- 
| pear a necetſary Article of Faith, but what may not only be evidently 
proved to be revealed by God, but that God doth oblige all men to the be- 
tict of it in order to Salvation, And therefore none ot thoſe things, whoſe 
obligation doth depend on warety of Circumſtances, ought in reaſon be made 
the Boads of that Communion which cannot take notice of that warty as 
to mens conditions and capacities. There are-many things in Chri/f/2z 
Reli2ioa, which, whoſoever believes the truth of it, cannot but ealily dit- 
cern to be necetſary in order to the profeſſion and practice of it, in moſt 
of which the common ſenſe and reaſon of mankind is agreed. Not only 
the Exiſteace of a Deity, the clear diſcovery of the Wr/dom, Goodneſs and 
Power of God, with his Provideace over the world, and the Immortality of 
Souls, being therein molt evidently revealed ; but, the way and manner 
of the reſtitution of mens ſouls by Fzith in Tr/zs Chriſt as our only Sav7- 
ONUrY, and Obcazence to his Commanas, is fo tully laid down in rhe cleareſt 
terms, that no rational man, who conliders the nature of Chri/tian Relie:- 
0, but mult aſſert the profeTion of all theſe things to be neceſſary to all 
ſuch, who own Chriſtian Religion to be true. But there are many other 
things in Chriſtian Religion, whichare neither ſo clearly revealed in the 
Scriptures, nor unanumoully afſented toin any age of the Chri/t:az co_ 
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and, why any ſuch things ſhould be made the conditions of that Communioz 
in the Catholick Church, whole very being depends only on necellary things, 
would puzzle a Ph:loſopher to underſtand. 'As it none ſhould be: account- 
ed Mathematicians, but ſuch as could ſquare circles; and none Vaturaliſts, 
but: ſuch as could demonſtrate whether quantity were infinitely diviſible 
orno: much ſo it is, if none ſhould be accounted members of the Catho- 
lick Charch, but ſuch as own the truth and neceſſity of ſome at lealt as diſ- 
putable Points, as any in Religion. Let therefore any Roman:/t tell me, 
whether the Pope's Sypremacy be as clear in Scripture, as that Chriſt is S:- 
viour of the world; whether Pureatory be as plain as Eternal Life ; 1ran- 


ſubſtantiationas evident, as that the Euchariſt ought to be adminiſtred ; whe- 


ther Invocation of Saints be as manifeſt, as the Adoration of God ; the Do- 
Arine of Indulzences, as Repentance from dead works ; and 1t there be ſo 
oreat a clearnels in the Revelation of the one, and fo far from it as tothe 
other ; let them give any juſt account why the beliet of the one 1s made 
as neceſſary to Salvation as the other is. Certainly, ſuch who take in 
things at leaſt fo diſputable as all theſe are, and enforce the belief of 
them in order to their Communion, cannot otherwiſe be thought but to 
have a deſign to exclude a great part of the Chriſtian world trom their 
Communion ; and, to do ſo, and then cry out of them as Sch:ſmatricks, 1s 
the moſt unreaſonable proceedings in the world. 

3. Nothing oueht to be required as a neceſſary Article of” Faith, but what 
hath been believed and received for ſuch by the Catholick Church of all Apes. 
For, fince neccſſary Articles of Faith are ſuppoſed to be ſo antecedently to 
the Being of the Catholrck Church, ſince the Catholick Church doth ſuppoſe 
the continual acknowledgement of ſuch things as are neceſſary to be belie- 
ved; it is but juſt and reaſonable to admit nothing as neceſſary, but what 
appears to have been ſo univerſally received. . Thence it is, that Aztiquzry, 
Univerſality and Conſent, are lo much inſiſted on by YVincentins Lerinenſis, 
in order to the proving any thing to be a neceſſary Article of Faith. Bur 
the great difficulty of this lies in finding out what was received for © 
necetſary Article of: Faith, and what was not by- the Catholick Chrch ; 
which being a ſubject as neceſſary, as ſeldom ſpoken to, I ſhall not leave 
it untouched, althongh I muſt premiſe, that Rule to be much more nlſc- 
ful in diſcovering what was not looked on as a neceſſary Article of Faith, 
than what was; and therefore I begin with that firlt. 

7. It is ſufficient evidence, that was not looked on as a necelſary Ar- 
ticle of Faith, which was not admitted into the Ancient Creeds, Whether 
all thoſe Declarations which were inſerted in the enlargem<nts of the 
Apoſtolical Creed, by the Conncils of Nick and Coſtintiaople, and in that 
Creed which gocs under the name of Athanaſirrs, were really judged by 
the Catholick Church -of all Azcs, to be neceſſary to Salvation , 1s not 
here my bulineſs to enquire ; but there ſeems to be a great deal of reaſon 
tor the Negative, that what was not inſerted in the Ancient Crerds, was 
not by them judged neceſſary to be believed by all Chriſtians. I know, 
it 15 ſaid by ſome of your party, That the Apoftolical Creed did only contain 
thoſe Articles which were neceſſary to be believed, 1a oppoſition 10 the preſent 
Hereſirs which were then in the Church. As though the neceſſity of belic- 
ving in Chriſtians, came only by an Aztiperiſtaſis of the oppoſition of Here- 
ticks; Andit there had been no Hereticks to have denied God”s beizs the 
Creatour, and Chriſt*s beino the Saviour, 1t had not been neceſla ry to have 
velieved either of them ſo explicitly as now we do. But when we ſpeak 
of all things neceſſary tobe believed by all; I mean not, thar all circum- 
ſtances of things contained in thoſe Creeds are neceſſary to be believed in 
order to Salvation ; but, that all thoſethings which were judged as neceſſa- 
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ry to be believed by all, were therein inſerted, will appear to any one who 
cither conſiders the expreſſions of the Aciezts concerning the Creeds then in 
Lie ; or the primary reaſon why ſuch Summaries of Faith were ever made 
in the Chriſtian Church. The teſtimonies of the Fathers to this purpoſe 
are ſo well known in this ſubje&,that it werea needleſs task to repeat them, 
who ſo unanimouſly aſſert the ſufficiency, nnalterablensſs — | Fe 
_ "x" ; j Irenens l. 1. 2, 3. Tertal. d: veland. vir- 
and perfection of that Fairh,' which is contained in the ;;a.c. 1. de preſeripte c. x4, 1 4. Cyril. Hi- 
Creed ; making it, the ſum of all neceſſary Dottrines, the ereſolomit. Catech.g, 5. Hitron. ep, 61. ad 
Fourdation of the Catholick Faith and of the Church, the n pg _— * —_ _ _ 
firft and ſole Confeſſton of Evangelical Doctrine. Of all ambrof, form. 38. de ND Dua 
which, and many more expreſſions to the ſame purpoſe, 44: pA .- —_— ad Conſtant. Aug. Kuffi- 
produced not only by our Writers, but by yours too, OTE 
no tolerable ſenſe can be made, without aflertins, that whatever was judg- . 
ed neceſſary to be believed by all, by the Carholick Church of that Age they So 
lived in, or before them, was therein contained. Beſides, what account | 
can be given why any ſuch Summaries of Faith ſhould at all be made either 
by Apoſtles, or Apoſtolical perſons ; but only tor that end, that neceſſary 4-- 
zicles of Faith might be reduced into ſuch a compals, as might become por- 
table to the weakeſt capacities? It the riſe of Creeds were (as molt proba- 
ble it was) from the things propounded, to the Catechnmens, to be belie- 
ved in order to Baptiſm, can we reaſonably think, that any thing judged 
neceſſary to be believed, ſhould be left out ? If the Apoftolical Creed be a 
ſummary comprehenſion of that For of ſound Dottrize, which the 4po- 
les delivered to all Chriſtians at their firſt converſion / as it is generally 
ſuppoled ) either we mult think the Apoſtles unfaithful in their work, or 
the Creed an untairhiul account of their Doctrine, or that ſuch things which 
were ſuppoied univerſally neceſſary to be believed, are therein compre- 
hended. Which is ſufficient tor my purpoſe, that nothing ought to be look- by 
ed onas a neceſſary Article of Faith, or was ſo elteemed by the Carholick 
Church, which 1s not contained in the Ancient Creeds. 
2. Nothing ought to be judged a neceſſary Article of Faith, but what 
was univerſally believed by the Catholick Church, to be delivered as ſuch by Chriſt, 
or his Apoſtles. Sothat it is not the judgement, but the teſtimony of the Ca- 
tholick Church, which mult be relyed on, and that teſtimony only, when unt- 
verſal, as delivering what was once intallibly delivered by Chrz/t, or his 
Apoſtles, From whence it follows, that any one who will undertake to 
ma ke out any thing as a necellary Article of Faith, by C.tholick Tradition 
meerly, muit do theſe things : | | | 
1. He muſt make it appear to Þe univerſally embraced at all times, and 
in all places, by ſuch who were members of the Catholick Church. 
2, That none ever oppoſed it, but he was preſently difowned as no 
member of the Catholick Church, becauſe oppoling ſomething neceſſary to 
Salvation. | 
3. That it be delivered by all thoſe Writers of the Church, who give an 
account ol the F:ith of Chriſtizas, or what was delivered by Chr:i/t and his 
Apoſt! es to the Church. | 
4. That it was not barely looked on as neceſſary to be believed by ſuch as 
might be convinced it was of Divize Revelation, but that it was delivered 
with a necellity of its being explicitly believed by all. 
' 5. That what 1s delivered by the conſent of the Writers of the Catholick 
Church, was undoubtedly the Conſezt of the Church of thoſe ages. | 
6, Thatall thoſe Wrzters agree not only in the Belief of the thing it ſelf, 
but of the Vecefity of it to all Chriſtians. | | 
 7- That noWryers or Exthers of ſucceeding Azes,can be ſuppoled to alter 
nn the belief either of the matters believed before, or the neceſſity of _ 
$. That 
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$. That no oppoſitions of Hereticks, or heats of Contention, could 
make them judge any Article ſo oppoſed, to be »ore peceſſary, than it was 
judged before that Contention ; or they themſelves would have judged it, 
had it not been ſo oppoſed. | | 

9. That when they affirm many Traa-tions to be Apoſtolical, which yet 
varied in ſeveral Churches, they could not attirm any Do#rize to be 4po- 
ſtolical, which they were not univerſally agreed in. 

ro. That when they fo plainly aſſert the ſuthiciency of the S:riprures as 
a Rule of Faith, they did yet believe ſomething neceſſary to Salvation, 
which was not contained therein. 

When you, or any one elſe, will undertake to make good theſe conditi- 
ons ; I {hall then begin to believe, that ſomething may be made appear to 
be a neceſſary Article of Faith, which 1s not clearly revealed in Scripture, 
but not before : but till then this Negative will ſuffice, that nothing ought 
to be embraced, as the judgement of the Church concerning a necetfary 
Article of Faith, but what appears to be clearly revealed in Scripture, and 
univerſally embraced by the Catholick Church of all Ages. | 

3. Nothing ought to be looked on as a neceſſary Article of Faith, by the 
judgement of the Catholick Church, the dexyal of which was not nniverſil'y 
oppoſed, and condemned as Hereſie. For otherwiſe the Catholrck Church was 
very little ſenſible of the honour of Chri/tian Faith, if it ſuttered difſenters 
in neceſſary things, without _ a mark of diſhonour upon them. 
Therefore we may conclude, that whatever was patiently born with in 
ſuch as diſſented trom the generality of Chriſtians, eſpecially, it confide- 
rable perſoxs in the Church were theauthors or fomenters of ſuch opinions, 
however true the contrary DodQrine was ſuppoled to be, yet it was not 
ſuppoſed neceſſary, Ls then the oppoſers would have been condemned 
of Herelie, by ſome open aft of the Carholick Chrrch. 

But if, beyond theſe Negatives, we would enquire what was poſitively 
believed as neceſſary to Salvation, by the Catholick Church ; we {hall hardly 
find any better way, than by the Articles of the Ancient Creeds, and the uni- . 
verſal oppoſition of any new Doctrine on its fir{t appearance, and the con- 
demning the broachers of it for Hereſie in Occumenical Conc, with the 
continual diſapprobation of thoſe Dottrines -by the Chri/tian Churches of 
all Aves, As 1s clear in the caſes of Arrins and Pelagrzes, For it feems 
very reaſonable to judge, that ſince the necellary Articles of Faith were 
all delivered by the Avo/tles to the Catholick Church, fince the toundation 
of that Church hes in the beliet of thole things, which are «ſary, that 
nothing ſhould be delivered contrary to any xvceſſary Article of Faith, but 
the Church, by ſome evident aft, mult declare its diflike of it, and 1ts re- 
ſolution thercby to adhere to that neceſſary Doctrine, which was ozce a: - 
livered to the Saints, And withal, it ſeems reaſonable, that becauſe Art 
and Subtilty may be uſed by ſuch who leck to pervert the Catholrck Do- 
ine, and to wrelt the plain places of Scripture, which deliver it, {o far 
from their proper meaning, that very few ordinary capacities may beable 
to clear themſelves of ſuch miſts as are caſt betore their eyes ; the ſenſe 
of the Catholrck Church in ſucceeding ages, may be a very uletul way for 
us to embrace the true ſenſe of Scripture, clpecially in the ercat Articles 
of the Chriſtian Faith, As for inſtance, in the Doctrine of the Derry of 
Chriſt, or the [rinity; though the ſubtilty of ſuch Modern Hereticks, who 
o7pole either of theſe, may ſo far prevail on perſons, either not of ſuffici- 
ent judgement, or not ſufficiently verſed in the Scriptures, as at preſent 
to make them acknowledge the places are not fo clcar as they imagined 
them to be ; yet they being always otherwiſe interpreted by the Catholick 
Church, or the Chriſtian Socteties of all ages, layes this potent prejudice 
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aoainſt all ſuch attempts, as not to believe ſuch interpretations ze; till they 
give a juſt account, why, if the belief of theſe Do&r:xeswere not eceſſa- 
73, the Chriſtians of all ages from the Apoſtles times, did ſo unanimoully 
agree in them, thar when any began firſt to oppoſe them, they were de- 
clared and condemned tor H:rcticts for their pains. So that the Church of 
Exzland doth very pioully declare her conſent with the Ancient Catholick 
Chirch, in not admitting any thing to bedelivered as the ſenſe of Scripture. 
which 1s contrary to the conſent of the Carholick Church in the four firſt 
ages. Not as though the ſenſe of the Carholick Church were pretended to be 
any infallible Rule ot interpreting Scripture 1n all things which concern the 
Rule of Faith; but that it 1s a ſuincient Preſcription againſt any thing which 
can be alledged out of Scripture, that if it appear contrary to the ſenſe of 
the Cathol c& Church trom the beginning, 1t ought not to. be looked on as 
the true m:aning of the Scripture. All this ſecurity is built upon this ſtrong 
preſumption, that nothing contrary to the neceſſary Articles of baith, 
{hould be held by rhe Carholick Church, whole very being depends upon 
the belief of thoſe things which are nece{{ary to Salvation. As long there- 
fore as the Church might appear to be truly Catholick by thole correſpon- 
dencies which were maintained between the ſeveral parts of it, that what 
was refuſed by one, was fo by all ; ſo long this unanimous and nncontra- 
died ſenſe of the C:holick Church, ought to have a great ſway upon the 
minds of ſuc!'t who yet profes themſelves members of the Catholick Church. 
From whence it follows, that ſuch Doctrines may well be judged deftru- 
Qive to the Rule of Faith, which were ſo unanimouſly condemned by the 
Catholick Chirch within that time. And thus much may ſu_ace tor the firſt 
inquiry, viz. What things are tobe eſteemed neceſſary, either in order to Sal- 
vation, or in order.to Ecoleſtaſtical Communion. | 

2. Whether any thins which was not neceſſary to Salvation, may by any means 
whatſoever afterwards become weceſſary, ſo that the not believing it becomes damn- 
nable, and unrepented deſtrovs Salvation ? We ſuppoſe the Queſtion to pro- 
ceed on ſuch things as could not antecedently to fuchan act whereby they 
now b:come nece'lary, be eſtecmed to be ſo, either from the matter, or 
from any exprels command. For you in terms aſſert a neceſſity of belie- 
ving diſtinct from the matter, and abſolute command, and hath the Churches 
Detin'tion for its formal object, which makes the neceflity of our Faith con- 
tinually to depen: upon the Churches Definition ; but this ſtrange kind of 
Amb ilatory Faith, T ſhall now ſhew to be repugnant to the deſign of Chriſt 
and his 499t/-s, in making known Chrittian Religion, and to all evidence 
of Reaſon, 2nd directly contrary to the plain and uncontraditted ſenſe of 
the Primitive 1nd Catholick Church. 

x. Itis contrary to the 4:12 of Chriſt and his Apoſtles, in making known 
the Chriſtian Religion to the world. For, 1f the deſign of Chrilt was to 
declare wharever was neceſſary to the Salvation of mankind, if the Apoſtles 
were ſent abroad tor chis very end, then either they were very uzfarthful 19 
diſcharge of their truſt, or clſe they taught all things neceſſary tor their Sal- 
vation ; and, if they did ſo, how can any thing become weceſſary, which 
they did never teach? Was it not the great Promiſe concerning the Mefſzzs, 


that at his conung, the Earth {bould be full of the Kyowledge of the Lord, as the © 


Witcrs cover the S»a; that then they ſhall all be taught of God ? Was not this the 
juit expeQation of rhe people concerning him, That when he came he would 
tell thezn all thinzs ? Doth not he tell his Diſciples, That all thinzs I have 
heard of my Fith-r, IT have made known uato you ? And, for all this, is there 
fomething ſtill remaining neceſlary to Salvation, which netther he, nor his 
a i Ws O 4 | xa 
Diſciples, did ever make known to the world ? Doth not he promiſe Life 
and Satvation to all ſuch as believe and obey his Doftrine ? And can any thing 
be 
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be neceſſary for eternal life, which he never declared * or did he oaly pro- 
mile it tothe men of that 4-- and Gereration, and leave other's to the »z:7cp 
of the Churches Definitioz's ? If this be {o, we have fad cauſe to lament our 
condition,upon whom theſe heavy /orzs of the Chirch are fallen; how happy 
had we been, if we had lived in Chri/ts, or the Apoſ?tcs t19m2s ; tor then we 
might have been ſaved, though we had never believed the Popc”s Srpremacy, 
or { ranſubſtantiation, Or Invocation of Saints,or Wor bipping 1:a785 ; but now 
the caſe is altered ; thele 4/7/0775 are now hung about our necks, and how 
weſhall ſwim to Heaven with them, who knows ? How {trangely mittaken 
was our Saviour, when he laid, Blejjed ave they that have not fern, and wet 
have believed; Yor, much more ble/ied certainly were they, who did ſee 
him, and believe in him ; for then he would undertake tor their Salvation z 


but now, it {cems,-weare out of his reach, and turned over tothe 1/crc:lefp 


Infulbility of the preſent Church. When Chriſt told his Diſciples, Hes jote 
was eaſt., and burden licht ; he little thought, what Power he had lelt in the 
Church to lay on ſo much /94d, as might c7pple mens belict ; were it not 
for a good rcierve in a corner, calPd Imp&cit Faith. When he ſent the 
Apoſtles to teach all that he comm c9:0ed thr, he muſt be underſtood fo, that 
the Chyrch hath power to teach -oc if ſhe pleaſes; and though the A4po/l: s, 
Poor men, were bound up by this commithon, and St. Peter himlclt too, 
yet his Izfallible Sc lfors have a Paramornt Priviledae beyond them all. 
Though the $piriz was jr omiled to the Apoltles, to lead them into oll Truth, 
yet there muſt be no inconoruity, 1n ſaying, They underſtood not ſome nc- 
celfary Truths (for how ſhould they, when never revealed) as 7 raz/b/tay- 
tiation, Syprexzacy, Ge. Pecaule, though they never dreamt of ſuch things, 
yet the I/://;ble Church hath conc it ſince for them ; and,to ſay truth, though 
the 4p9/2/'s names were put into the promiſe, yet they were but Feoffees 1n 
truſt gor the Church, and the benefit comes to the Church by them. For 
they were only [7075 to the Church in its minority, teaching it lome poor 
Radiments of Chriſt and Heaven, of Faith and Obedience, &c. But the great 
and Divine Myſteries of the ſeven Sacraments, TIndulzences, Worſhip of Imapes, 
Sacrifice of the Maſt, exc. were not fit tobe made known till the Church 
were at aze her {elf, and knew how to declare her own mind. When 
S. Paul ſpeaks ſo muchot the great Myſteries hidden from Aves and Genrat- 
045, but a0 made knows, it mult be underſtood with a retercnce to thoſe 
filly _ who lived in thit .Jze; but there were greater /1yfleries than 
theſe, which neither Chri//t , nor any of his Apoſtles were ever ac- 
quaintcd with, as Pureatorr, and thoſe before mentioned; for theſe were 
relerved as the Churches Portion, when her Iafallibility-jhip ſhould come 70 
Ag. S. Part, honeſt man, ſpake as hc thought, when he told not the com- 
mon people, but the B:jhops of the Chnrch, 1 hat he had not ſhunned to declare 
12200 them all the Connſel of God ; but if he had lived to our Ave, he would 
have heard of this miſtake with both cars; and it he had not fworn the 
contrary, he mult have been contented to have been call'd $ch-ſnrtick and 
F!{ 7411ck a thouſand times over. Theſe arc all the juſt and rare conſequences 
of your Chrchs bleſſed Inf all:bility, and Power of Deſimino thines neceſſary, 
which were wot ſo 1m Chriſt, or his Apoſtles times. Put, rhe greateſt {ack of 
all is yer belund; for men are bound to believe all the Do&rizs of your 
Church to be Apoſlotical, and yet that your Church hath power to make rhings 


neceſſary to be believed, w hich were not fo inthe Apoſtolieel times. Yes, lay 


you, 7hey were Dotfrins th:n, but aot ſo neceſſary as wow, becauſe they had wt 
the Churches Deftuition. It leems, at laſt, the Apollles knew them, but did 
not unclerſtand the worth of them ; elſe, no doubt, they were ſuch charita- 
ble fouls, they would have wc!1rcd them to the world. Bleſſed 5. Pant, 
wie was continuaily employed ic ceaching and inſtructing men in the way 

to 
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to Salvation, could he have held back any thing that had tended to it; 
when he {ayes, He kepr back nothing that was profitable to. them, but ſhewed 
them, and tanht them publickly, and from houſe to houſe, teſtifying to the. 
Tews, and alſo t9 the Greets, Repentance towards God, and Faith in our Lord 
Teſs Chriſt : What, not one word of the neceſſary Points all this while ? 
nothing of the Charchot Rome, nor Chriſt”s Vicar oz Earth, and his Infalli- 
bility ? How lily and cunningly did S. Parl, and the reſt of the Apoſtles 
cury it, if they had bcheved theſe things; never let one word drop from 
their mouths or pens concerning them ? and inſtead of that, ſpeak fo, and 


write ſo, that one that believes them honeſt, would ſwear they never 


heard of them. In what another kind of ſtrain would S. Par! have writ 
to the Church of Rome, 14 he had had but any inkling of the Chair of In 
fallibility, being placed there? How ſoon would he have blotted out the 
whole 14) Chapter of his Epiſtle to the Corizthians, if he had known his 
Holineſs his pleaſure about /crvizg God 7» an unknown tongue ? How well 
might he have {pared ſaying, That a Biſhop ſhould be the Husband of one 
Wife , if he had known de jure divino he muſt have none at all? At 
what another rate would he have diſcourſed of the Ercharift, had he be- 
lieved ranſubſtintiation, Sacrifice of the Maſs, Communioz under one kind ? 
What courſe wou!d he have taken with the Sch;/oratical Corinthians, that 
were divided like other Churches, 1f he had known the Infallible Fudoe of 
Controverſi: ? If he had but underſtood the danger of reading Scriptures, he 
might have ſpared his exhortations to the people of the Word of God dwell- 
ins richly i thin, and tiled his Epiſtles with Pater Noſters, and Ave Ma- 
rzs, or given 71 (directions about them. But he mult be pardoned, he 
was ignorant vo ..:e things, as well as we: only S. Paul never heard of 
them, and we do not believe them ; becauſe neither he, nor his Brethren 
ever revealed them to us, though they were the Stewards of the Myſteries 
of God; and they tell us themſelves, That ze 7s requiſite ſuch ſhould be faith- 
/ul, whic': we cannot underſtand how they could be, if they knew theſe 
deep Myteries, but never diſcovered them that we can learn, But, if 
they knew them not, I pray trom whence 1s it your Church learns them ? 
By immediate 'nſpiration? 20, as bold as you are, you dare not challenge 
that: but whence then come yo't to know them to be neceſſary ? izfallibly 
forſoorh : Put whence comes this [afall;bility ? mult there not be a peculiar 
R-v-1ation, to diſcover that to be neceſſary, which was never diſcovered 
to be {o before ? Bur it diſcovered before, and declared befole, the things 
were as n-ccilary before your Ch:rches Definition, as after ; god therefore 
your Church's D finitiop adds nothing of neceſſity to them. If |either diſco- 
vere {, nor dclared,, you mult have particular Revelation for them, and then 
work ziricl-s, and we will believe you, but not otherwiſe ; but, before 
you do it, conlider what S. Paul hath faid concerning az Angel from Heaven 
preach'ns anothcr Goſpel, let him be accurſed ; and what can be more preach- 
ins anoth'r Goſpel, than making other things zeceſſary ro Salvation, than 
Chri/t or his Saſtbs did ; and think then what your Church hath deſerved 
forall her Defizit:os concerning Articles of Faith, or _ neceſſary to 
be believed in order to Salvation. But yet further you lay, That theſe 
thinns were declared by the Apoſtles, but they need a further Declaration now : 
And why ſo? ſhew us the Apoftle?s Declaration, and it ſufficeth us; we 
ſhall not believe them one jot the more for your additional Definition. And 
it 15 ſurely a ſign, you did not think the Apoſtles Declaration futficient, or 
elle you coll never pretend to new ones. Perhaps you will tell us, 7: 
w.zs to their Age, but uot to ours ? why not, as well as the other neceſſary 
Articles of Faith contained in Scripture ? T know your Anſwer is, We can 
know 0 neceſſary Article of Faith at all ; but from your Church: Sothen, we 
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have brought all into a narrow compaſs, and inſtead of new Defizitions 
of the Church concerning neceſſary things, we can know nothing at all to 
be receſſary to be believed, but from your Church. This 1s hz2h, bur the 
hioher it is, the better Foundation it had need ſtand on, which we ſhall 
throughly ſearch into ; in the Controverſie of the reſolution of Faith: to 
which we refer it, and return. If there were once a Dec/arariop, but (till 
there needs azother, What is become of that Declaration ? was tt Iolt in its 

afſage down to us ? how then was that preſent Church 77fallible, which 
loft a Declaration in matter of Faith ? was it neceſſary to be believed in 


the intermediate 4ze or no? if it was, then it was not /off, and then” 


what need a new Declaration ? 1if not, then a thing once meceſſary to Salva- 
tion, may be not neceſſary to Salvation, and become xeceſſary ro Salvation 


again. But ſtill we have cauſe to envy their happinels, who lived inthe 


Age when they might be ſaved without believing theſe things : for the caſe 
goes hard with us, tor you tell us, Unleſs we believe them neceſſary, we 
cannot be ſaved ; and our conſciences tell us, thar 1f we did profeſs to be- 
lieve them neceſſary, when we do not, and cannot, we cannot be ſaved. 
What a caſe then were we in, if the Pope were Chrifts Vicar in Heavep, as 
he pretends to be oz Earth ; but it 15 our comfort,” he 15 neither ſo, nor ſo. 


Thus we ſee what repugnancy; there 1s both to Scripture and Reaſon 1n this + 


ſtrange Dodtrine of your Churches Definitions making things neceſſary to 

Salvation, which were not ſo before. | 

d. IT. I ſhould now proceed to ſhew how repugnant this Do##rize is to the 

unanimous conſent of Antiquity ; but I find my ſelf prevented in that, by 

the late Writings of one of your own Communion ; and if you will believe 

him in his Ep//t/e Dedzicatory ( which I much queſtion) che preſent Popes 

moſt humble Servant, our Countryman Mr. Thomas White, Whoſe whole 

Table fff; Book, call'd his 7 abule Suffraztales, is purpoſely deſigned againſt this 

z2).15,2c,21, fond and abſurd Opinion ; nay, he goes ſo high, as to aſſert the Opinion 

of the Pope's Perſonal Infallibility, not only to be Heretical, but Archi-he- 

retical ; and that the propagating of this Doftrine ts 11 its kind a moſt grievous 

ſin. Tt cannot but much rejoyce us to fee, that men of wit and parts be- 

gin to diſtover the intolerable arrogance of ſuch pretences, and that ſuch 

men as D. Holdez, and Mr. White, are in many things come fo ncar the 

Proteſtant Principles ; and that fince they quit the Plea of Tnfaltlbility, and 

relye on Univerſal Tradition, weare 1n hopes that the ſame reaſon and in- 

genuiry which carried theſe perſons thus far, will carry others, who go 

on the ſame principles, ſo much farther, as to ſee, how impoſlible it is to 

make good the points in Coptroverſie between us, upon rhe Prizc:ble of Uni- 

verſal Tradition. Which the Bigots of your Church are {ufficiently ſenſible 

of, and therefore like the Max at Athens, when your Finds are cnt off, you 

are reſolved to hold this Infallibiliry with your Teeth : and fo that Gertleman 

finds by the proggedings of the Conrt of Rome againit him for that and his 

other pieces. But, this ſhould not have becn taken notice of, leſt we ſhould 

ſeem to ſee (as who doth not, that is not ſtark blind ? ) whar growing Di- 

vilions and Arimoſities there are among, your ſelves both at home and in 

foreign parts; and yet all this while the poor ſilly people muſt be told, 

that there 1s nothing but D/vi{/oz out of your Church, and nothing but 

Harmony and Myfick in it, but ſuch as is made of D-ſcords. And that about 

Neg, fs complurium expirimentis fidem habere liceat, rhis preſent Controverlic for the forenamed 

adverſus noftratium beviticorum ſubtilitates fides Ca- Gentleman 1n Is Epiltle to the preſent Pope, tells 

tholtca ſuſtineri poteſt ab(q precipus bujs libel dog- lum plainly, That it is found true by frequent F'x- 
matzvus, & ( ji conjicere fas fit ) aliquibus accuſatis, W . TO TIO op WY 

Tabulz ſuffrag, ep. dedicat. ad Papam Alex. 5, — P*77<2*<g hat there is no defending the Catholick Faith 

 agathſt the ſubtilties of his Heretical Conntrymen, 

withot the principles of that Book, which was condemned at Rome. And what 
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thoſe principles are, we may cafily fee by this Book; which is writ in de- 
fence of the former. Wherein he largely proves, that the Church hath no 


power to make New Articles of Faith, which he proves both from Scrinture, 
Reaſon and Authority ; this laſt, is that I ſhall refer the Reader to him for : 
for in his ſecond 7 4b/e, as he calls it, he proves from the teſtimonies of 
Origc, Baſi!, Chryſoſtoim, Cyril, Irenens, 1ertullian, Pope Stephen, Hicrom, 
{hcophylact, Ananſtize, Fincentins Le VIS, and ſeveral others; nay, the 
teſtimonies, he ſayes, to pn are lo many, that whole L:5-ar:es 
mult be tranſcribed to produce them all. And atterwards more !a: gely 
proves, That the Faith of rhe Churc4 lyes in a continued ſuccethon trom 
the 4poſtes, both from *criprure and Reaſon, and abundance of Church Au- 
thoritics 1n his 4, 5, and 6 7 ables : and, through the reſt of his Book dif. 
proves the [fall1br/-ty of Conails and Pope. And, can you think all this 
is an{wered by an Index Exprrgatorizs, or by publiſhing a falſe Latine Or- 
der of the [aqn:{ition at Rome, whereby his Books are prohibited, and his 
Opinions condemned as heretical, erroneous im Faith, raſh, ſcandalous, ſedi- 
tious, and what nor? It ſeems then, 1t is grown at laſt de fide, that the 
Pope & Infullible, and never more like to do fo, than ; 


Tibyle ſuffrag. 
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in this age ; tor the ſame perſon gives us this character 7: eren)'ar ipius Decrets apud Thee Albi 


of it in his Purgation ot himſeit, to the Cardinals of PR 


the Inquitition, laying, That therr Eminemcies, by the 


Eminentiſimos Preſules, infortunio preſen- 


eahappin'ſs of the prefe it Ao 9 12 which R powledge is ba- tis ſeculs, in quo ſcienti2 ex Scholis exulat, 
niſhed out of the Schools, and the Dodriues of Faith and © (dit & Thelogie veritates numero w0'0- 


1 heolonical Truths are F, 


op ., Yum eſt:mantur, incidifſe in Conſultores ex 
p ? © - © . o . Mea , . 
a aged b Y moſt Vanees z fe Hl, Tt mam parte T* ggnaros CF arrogantes, qui 


ſeems, p02 ſome 1010r ant and arroaant C onſult OrYsS, who, zntrepide conjfigant propoſtiones, quas jura- 


hand over head, condema thoſe Propoſitions, which upon Appeidiz ANG 


thcir oaths, thy corld mot till n hether they Were Fri Of poſter. p. 212. A. D. 1652. 


{alſe. It theſe be your proceedings at Rome, happ 
we that have nothing to do with fuch Y,fallible Tanorance : This 15 the 
Aze your Retr2i07 were like to thrive in, 1f Taporapce were as predom?- 
z1at elſewhere, as it ſcems 1t 15 at Rowe, ButT leave this, and return. 

3. lhelaſt thing 1s, Wi: ther the Church hath Power by any Propoſition or 
Defmition, to make auy thins become weceſſary to Salvation, and to be believed 
# ſuch which w.zs not ſo before ? Bur this 15 already anſwered by the fore- 
going Diſcourſe ; for if the necetſity of the things to be believed, muſt 
be ſuppoſed antecedently to the Ch:rcb s B-1zze,, it that which was not be- 
fore neceiſary, cannor by any act whatſoever afterwards become necella- 
ry, then it unavoidably follows, That the Church neither hath, nor can 
have any ſuch power. Other things which rel.te tothis, we (hall hive oc- 
caſion to diſcuſs in follo-ving; your ſteps: which having thus far cleared 
his 1umportanre Controveri, I betake my felt to. 

And weare highly obliged ro you, tor the rare Divertiſements you give 
us 1n your excelleng way of 11:a0n4ging Controverſies. Had my Lord of 
Canterbury been living, What an excellent entertainment would your Con- 
futation of his Book have aftorded him ? Bur, fince fo pleaſant a Province 15 
fallen ro my ſhare, I muſt learn to command my ſelf in the management 
of it, and therulore, where you preſent us with any thing which deſerves 
a ſ{crious Anſwer, {or trith and the Cauſes ſtke, you ſhall be ſure to have 
ft, In the firlt ply, you charge his Lordſhip with a Fallacy, and that 
i5, becauſe, when be was to ſprak of Fundamentals, he did not ſpeak of 
that which was not Fundamental, Byz, ſay you, He terns the difficulty, 
which only prot dd nou a Inmdanntality or Neceſſity, derived from the 
formal ( by it, tht is, from the Divine Authority revealing that Point, tothe 
Alaterial Object, that is, 10 the importence of the Matter contained in the Point 
revealed; which is a plain I'allacy, in paſſive 4 ſcaſu formalt ad materialem: 
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ti aſſeravit ſe reicire, fontite vere vel falſe, 


Purgat. ſeQ&, 


4 ———— 


of Fundamentals in General. Part I. 


Men ſeldom ſuſpect thoſe faults in others, which they find not ſtrong in- 
clinations to in themſelves; had you not been conſcious of a notorious F/- 
lacy in this diſtinction of Formal and Material Object, as here applied by you ; 
you would never have ſuſpected any ſuch Soph/ſfryin his Lordſhip's Dil- 
courſe. I pray conſider what kind of Fxuxdamentals thoſe are, which the 
Queſtion proceeds on, viz. ſuch as are neceſſary to be owned as { uch by / 
Churches, in order to their being zr#e Churches, as 1s plain by the rife of this 
Controverſie - for Mr. Fiſher was proving the Greet Church to be m0 true 
Church, and, in order to that, proves, that ſhe erred Fundmentally, tor 
which he makes Uſe of this Medinm:; That, whatever is defined by the 


Church is Fundamental. So that the whole Procels of the Diſpute lyes thus. 


What ever Church 1s guilty of a Fnndamental Errour, Cealeth to be a tre 
Church ; but the Greek Church is guilty of a Fundametal Error ; ergo. The 
Minor being denied, he thus proves it : If whatever ts a fined by the Church 
be Fundamental, then th: Greek Church is guilty of a Fundamental error, be- 
cauſe ſhe denies ſomething defined by the Church ; but whatever is defined by 
the Church is Fundamental ; which is the thing his Lordſhip denies, and his 
adverſary is bound to prove. So that any one who was not reſolved to 
wink as hard as you do, might ealily ſee, the ſtate of the Controverſie 
doth not concern what things are Fundamental, ſuppoſing men know them 
to be /«fficiently propoanded ; but what things are ſo neceſſary to be own- 
cd for Frndamentals, that upon the denying them, a Chrch cealcth ro be 
a true Charch. Yet this miſtake as grois and palpable as it is, runs through 


- your whole Diſcourſe of Fundamentals, which, without it cannot hold to- 


gether. If you will therefore prove, that, beſides ſuch things whoſe ne- 
ceſſity ariſeth from the matter, there are other from the Formal Obje&, 
which all Churches are equally bound to believe, in order to their being 

true Churches, you do ſomething ; bur not bcetore. 
But we muſt ſtill attend your Motions, eſpecially when they tend to- 
wards proofs, as yours do now. For, ſay you, Now I ſfhew (the difficulty 
beins underſtood, as it oneht to be of the Formal Object, whereby Points of 
Faith are manifeſted to Chriſtians) that all Points defined by the Church 7s 
matter of Faith, are Fundamental; that is, meceſſary to Salvation to be beliv- 
wed, by all thoſe to whom they are ſufficiently propounded to be fo defined by this 
Aroumeat, Whoſoever refuſe th to believe any thing ſufficicatly proponnded 70 
him for a truth revealed from God, commits a fin dammable and d:ſtructive 
of Sefvation: But, whoſoever refuf's to believe any Point ſufficiently proponnd- 
ed to him for atfined by the Church as matter of Faith, refuſes to believe a 
thing ſufficiently proponinded to him for a truth revealed from God, Frgo, 
WWhofoever refuſes to belteve auy Point ſufficiently proponnded to him for defi- 
ned by the Church as matter of Faith, commits a ſin damnable and deſtruttive 
of Silvation. Petore you procced to the proot of your 17:2, ſeveral 
things mult here be conlidercd, that we may better underſtand your mcan- 
ing, and know what it is you intend to prove. Eſpecially what you in- 
tend by {»fficicut Propoſition. Do you mean ſuch a Propoſition as carries 
evidence along with it, or not ? in which caſe the very underſtanding the 
terms, 15 ſaffic:ezt Propoſition, as that, two and two make four ; but, 1 {up- 
pole, you mean not this, therefore it mult be the /:#irient Propoſition of 
Something which wants natural evidence ; and therefore ſomething elſe muſt 
be required, beſides the propounding the thing, to make the Propoſition 
be ſaid to be ſutticient. For Srfficiexcy relates to ſome «2d ; lo that a ſuf. 
ficient Propoſition mult be ſuch a Propoſition as 1s ſufficient for its end : 
now the end of the Propoſition of Matters of Faith, is, that they may be 
believed; and theretore the /:jficirmcy of the Propoſition Iyes in the A4ron- 
»ents or Motives inducing men to believe. Now the 04js of F:ith be- 
inc 


aa 


Chap. I I. Of Fundamentals in General. 


G1 


oo 


ing of a ditferent nature, the Snfficiency of the Propoſition mult be taken from 
a reſpe:t ro them : tor in things which are fo clearly revealed, as neceſſa- 
ry to Salvation, that none who acknowledge the Scripture to be Gods Word, 
can doubt but ſuch things are neceſſary ; in this caſe the S,ficiency of the 
Propoſit:on lyes 1n the Evidence of Divine Revelation, and the clearneſs of 
it to all under{tandings who conſider it, and the R-2ſ0zzs or Motives of 
Faith in thar ciſe, are the ſame with thoſe which induce men to believe, 
that the S:r/pture 1t ſelf is from Divine Revelation. But there being other 
things in S:rptre, whici neither appear ſo clear, or ſo neceſſary to be be. 
lieved by all, ſomething elſe is required in order toa {ficient Propoſition of 
them, and in orcer to the making any of theſe things univerſally obligato- 
ry to Chr'/t 4.75 on pain of damnation, for not believing rhem, thele things 
are neceTary. 1.1t muſt be -2uch clearer than the thing which is propound- 
e | to be believed on the account of it; for, to propounda thing to be be- 
lieved by ſomething at le {t as diſputable as the matter it ſelf, cannot cer- 
tainly be called a / #i:1ent Propoſition. 2. It mult be antecedently proved to 
be a true ani certain Propoſition, Eefore any thing can be believed on the 
account of it. For, it men cannot fſce any reaſon to believe rhat there is 
any neceſſary Connexion between that which you «all a 1.: cient Propoiti- 
on, and any matter of Faith ; they cannot be guilty of any fin at all in not 
believing what you think is ſuTiciently propounded, Burt, in this caſe it 
is not your judgement, what Propoſition 1s ſu Hcient that makes it1o, but 
the Reaſon of the /h'z7, and the Evidexce that God hath appointed thar 
way to reveal his Will to men, and that what is ſo propounded is necef- 
ſary to be believed. As for in'tance, ſuppoſe you were to.d by the Ureck 
Ch:rch, that to believe the Pope's Supremacy, jure divino, werea damnable 
ſin, and that whoſoever did not believe this being ſufficiently propounded 


\ to them as a matter of Faith, as defined by the Chyrch, were guilty of a 


—_—_ to Salvation, what anſwer would you return in this cale ? 
Would you not lay, Thar the Propoſition, though judged [ficient by them, 
is not judged 1o by you; and that they muſt hir{t prove, that whatever their 
Eh nd d fizes as a Matter of Faith, 1s to be believed for ſuch, before the 
/ ot-er can be believed on the account of it ? Juſt the ſame anſwer were- 
turn to you; prove firlt of all to us in aclear and evident manner, that 
io hath appointed the Deſtzirion of your Church, as the means whereby 
we May be infal'tbly (cd, what 1s Matter of F:ith, and what not; and 
then we may grant, that what your Chrch propounds as a matter of Faith, 
is ſu Fczently propounded as a matter revealed from God, but not before. 
For, while T {ce no realon to believe the Churches Propoſition to be [i:#fici- 
eat, I have no reaſon to believe, that what ſhe propounds, as defined for 
matter of Faith, is truly ſo: And, as long as I can ſee no reaſon to believe 
it, prove, the dishelict of it to bea finin me when you can. Thus we ſee 
how far trom being evident that 3ajor of yours is, though you are plea- 
ſed to tell ts, it is ſo; but we do not believe your Dcfia122 it to be fo, 
to be azy mittee of Faith, unleſs we had better reaſon for it, than we 
have. For, fay\you, To refſc 19 believe God?s Revelation, is either to give 
God the tye, or toggntt whether he ſpeak truth or no? But, have you fo lit- 
tle wit, as not to diſtinguiſh between zot believing God's Revelation, and 
mot belivvins what is proponnded for Gods Revelation ? Muſt every on2, 
who doth not believe every thing that is propounded for God's Revelat:- 
on, preſently give God the lye, and doubt whether he ſpeak truth or xo ? And 
are not you then guilty of that fault every time a Quaker or Exthu(irft tells 
you, That the Sp:77t of God within him told hize this and that ? Bur you 
ſaid, S ficrently proporndrd. But the Queſtion 1s, What ſuffecient Prope- 
fition is, and who muſt be Judge whether the Propoſition be ſufficient or 
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no, you, or-the conſcience of the perſon to whom the thing is propoſed 
to be believed? If any one indeed that judgeth a Propoſition ſulicient, 
do notwithſtanding queſtion the zruth of it, he doth -— -» <xnwnap call 
God's Veracity into queſtion ; but not he certainly who thinks not God's //e- 
racityat all concerned in that which you call a ſufficient Propoſition, but 
he judgeth not to be 0. | . 

Let us now ſee, how you prove your Aſſumption, which 1s very fairly 
done from a Suppoſition which his Lordſhip denies ; which 1s, 7 hat General 
P.28.n.3 Conncls caxnot err. But, lay you, he adds, 7 hat though he ſhould grant it, 
pet this cannot down with him, that all Points even ſo defined were Fundaneu- 

tals. Igrant thoſe are his words, and his reaſons follow them. For, De- 
auctions are not prime and native Principles, nor are Superſtructures, Founda- 
tions. That which is a Foundation for all, cannot be one and another to diffe-. 

rent Chriſtians, in reeard of it ſelf ; for then it could be no common Rule for 

| any, nor could the fouls of men reſt upon a ſhakine Foundation. Ne, if it be a 

: true Foundation, it muſt be common to all, and firm nuder all \ in which ſexe 
the Articles of Chriſtian Faith are Fundamental. W hat now do you prove to 

deſtroy this ? You very ſtrenuouſly prove, That 1i men believe, a Gezeral 

Conncil cannot err, they believe it cannot err ſo far, and zo further than 77 

cannot err. But, if you mean any thing further, your meaning 15 better 

than your proof: for when you would prove that 0 dzsbclieve the Churches 

P. 16. Definition, is to disbelieve God®s Revelation; and in order to that confound 
the Church end General Conuils tovether, and from the Geperal Conncil”s not 

erring, infer the former Propoſition, becarſe, what 7s teſtified by the Church, 

is teſtified by an Authority that cannot err ; you do not conlider , that all 

this while you prove nothing againſt his Lordſhip, unleſs you firſt prove, 


Q 


that whatever 1s teſtihied to be revealed from God, 1s preſently Fundamen- / 
7.1 to all Charches and Chriſtians, which his Lordſhip utterly denies, by di- s 
{tinguiſhing even things which may bc teitiftied to be revealed from God, | 
| into ſuch 4205 as are common to all Chriitians to be believed by them, : 
and ſuch things as vary according to the dittcrent reſpects of Chriſtians. : 


But yer further, I add, that taking Fruadamentals 1n your ſenſe, you prove 
not the thing you intended, biir oniy to ſuch as do acknowledge, and as far 

_ as they do acknowledge, that Graeral Conmeils cannot err. For, they who ac- 
knowledge them infallible only in F:adamentals, do not judge any thing 
Fiundameatal by their Deciſion, but judge their Deciſions infallible, lo long as | 
they hold to Fundamentals ; and lo (tor all that I can ſee) leave them- | 
Iclves Trudoes, when Gencral Councils are infallible, and whea zot : and there- 
tore it they go about to teltitic any thing as revealed from God, which is 
not Yundamental, they do not believe that their teſtimony cannot err, and 
jo are not bound to believe that it is from God. They who believe Gezcr a 
Conpils abſolutcly infallible, 1 do verily think do believe Gezrer it Corncils in- 
fallible mm all they ſay ;, tor that 1s the ſubſtance of all you ſay. But, whit 
that 15 to thoſe who ncither do, nor can ſce any reaſon to-believe them in- 
fallible in all chey ſay or tcſtific as revealed from God, I neither do, nor can 
poſſibly underftand. And, it you hope ſuch kind of Arguments caz {at:/- | 
fre vour 1myennous Reader, you ſuppoſe him a goou-aatur®d man in the Greek | 
ſenſe of the phraſe. 

But all of a ſudden, we find you in a very generous train, and are con- 
tented to take Fundamentals tor Fundamentals ( which is a huge Concel- 
lion, and his Lordſhip, were he living, would take it for a ſingular tavour 
Irom you.) Tc 70 deal {rely with the Biſhop (lay you) even taking Fun- 
dumncatals in a Geacral way ( as it ought to be taken only here ) for a thing 
beloneina to the Forndation of Relivion (and it is a ſtrange Fundamental 
winch hathno reſpett to the Foundation, but they who build downwards, 

mult 
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muſt have their Fouz4ations on tops of their houſes. ) It ts alſo manifeſt, that 
all Points defined by the Church are Fundamental, by reaſon of that formal 
Object, or infallible Authority, propounding them, though not alwaies by reaſon 
of the matter which they contain. The main proof of which lies in this; 
That he who doth not believe the Church infallible, can believe nothing at all 
infallibly, and therefore no Fundamental of Religion ; but, if he believe any 
thing upon the Churches Infallibility, he muſt believe all things on the ſame ac- 
count of her Infall:bility, and therefore muſt believe all equally ; wad ſo, what- 
ever ts propounded by the Church, is to be believed as Fundamental. Thisyou 
cannot deny to be the force and ſtrength of your verboſe, and confuſed way 
of arguing. And theretore I give you a ſhort Anſwer, That TI utterly de- 
ny the 1zfallibility of any Church, to be inany thing the Foundation of Oi- 
vine and Infallible Fiith; as you will find it abundantly proved in tie pro- 
per place for it, in the Coxtroverſie of the Reſolution of Faith, Where it 


will be largely diſcuſſed, in what ſenſe Faith may bx faid to be Divine © 


and Infallible, what the proper grounds and r-a/3;:: yi our believing are, and 
how much you unpoſe upon the world, in precending that the Reſolution 
of Faith, is into the Catholick Charch:s Inf + bility ; whereby it will ap- 

r to befar from a Furdamental Error, not to believe on the Churches 
I»fallibility, and that he who denies it, will have no reaſon to call into 
Queſtion the Canon of Scripture, or the Foundations of all Religion. Bur, 
that you rather, by theſe abſurd and unreaſonable pretences of yours, have 
done your utmoſt to ſhake the true Foundations of Reliion, and advance 
nothing but Sc pr:c:{n:, not to ſay Atheiſm in the world. Theſe things I 
take upon me to make good 1n their proper place, and therefore ſhall not 
enter the diſcuſſion of them here : but ſince, this is the main, and, in truth, 
the only Fo»r44tion of your Dottrine of Fundamentals, the vanity, falſhood 
and ab{urdity of it, cannot be ſufficiently underſteod, till we have gone 
through the Account of the Grounds of Faith. | 

If S. Az2uſtine make lome mo Catholick Chriſtians, for holding obſlinately 
ſome things of no great moment in his Book of Hereſies ; 1t was, becaule,by Ca- 
tholick Chriſtians he underſtood all ſuch, and only ſuch, as were the mem- 
bers of the [0:74 and Orthodox Church, in oppoſition to all kind" of uze- 
cefſary ſ. paratioz trom it upon matters of ſmall moment, and not becauſe 
he believed the Churches Inf allibility, in defining all matters of Faith ; and 


that all ſuch chings were ſo defined, which men are called Herericks for 


denying of : unteſs you will ſuppoſe, it was ever infallibly defined, that 
there were no Antipodes for ſome were accounted Hereticks tor beheving 
them ; and that by ſuch whom you account greater than S. An/?;z. But, 


for S., 4uſt17, how far it was trom his meaning, to have all thoſe account- 


ed Fundamextil Frrors, which he recounts in his Book of Hereſjes, appears 
not only trom the multitude of particulars mentioned in it, which no one 
in his ſenſes can acknowledge Fundamental, or declared by the Church as xe- 
ceſſary to be believed by all, but from his declared ſcope and deſign in the 
preface to that Book, wherein it appears, he was deſired not only to write 
the greater errors concerning F:ith, the Trinity, Baptiſm, Repentance, Chriſt, 
the Reſurrettion, the Old amd New Teſtament, Sed onnia omnino quibis 4 wv: 
ritate diſſentinat, i. e. all kind of errors whatſoever ; and do you think 
that there could then be no error, but it muſt be againſt ſomething then 
detined by the Church xs meceſſary to Salvation ? Tf not, then all truths were 
then defined by the Church, and conſequently there could be no new Defin:- 
tions ever ſince; if there might, then thoſe errors mentioned by S. Aſtiz, 
were not about matters neceſſary to be believed ; and ſo S. Auſtiz's Book of 
Hereſizs makes nothing for you ; but very much againſt you, conſidering 
that 1a all that black lit of Hcreticks, there are none brought in for coy” 
| ing 
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ing thoſe grand Fundamentals of your C hurch, the Pope's Supremacy, your 
Churches Infallibility, nor any of that new brood of zeceſſary Articles, which 
were ſo prudently hatcht by the Connc/l of [rext. Burt if S. Auſt; do you 
no good, you hope S. Gegory Nazianzen may, becaule he faith, That no- 
thing can be more perillons than thoſe Hereticks, who\with a drop of poiſon do 
infect our Lord's ſincere Faith. Therefore all things detined by the Church 
are Fundamental, What an excellent Art this Logrck 1s, that can fetch 
out of things that which was never in them ! What a rare conſequence 
is this, If Hereſte be dangerous, then, whatever is defined by the Church, 
#5 Fundamental: but it may be, the ſtrength lies in the drop of po;/9n, as 
though S. Gregory thought a drop of poiſon as dangerous as a whole doſe of 
it. But, were I your Phyſitian, inſtead of the leaſt drop of porſor , 1 
ſhould preſcribe you good ſtore of Hellebore, and ſhould hope to ice the 
effe& of it, in making better conſequences than theſe are. Bur to ſee yet 
further, the ſtrange etieQs that roorck hath upon ſome men ; tor, fay you, 
in the proſecution of your proof, that all things defined by the Church are 
Fundamental. Hence it is, that Chriſt our Saviour faith, Matth. 8.17. If 
he will act hear the Church, let him be to thee as a Heathen and a Publican. 
The Argument in form runs thus; Whoſoever deſerves excommunicati- 
on, is guilty of a Fundamental Error; but he that will not hear the 
Church, deſerves Excommunication ; ergo, Or elſe there may be more 
init thanſo. For, no doubt, the Heatheas and Publicans as fluch, were 
guilty of Fundamental Errors; therefore they who will not hear the 
Church, are guilty ofas Fundamental Errors as Heathens and Publicans. But, 
before you urge us any more with this dreadful Argument, I pray tell us, 
What that Church is which our Saviour ſpeaks of ; what the caſes are, 
wherein the Church 15 to be heard ; what the full importance 1s, of being 
asa Heathen and Publicax; and you mult prove this Church to be under- 
ſtood in your ſenſe of the Carholrck Church, and that this Church hath here- 
by power to defime matters of Faith, and that none can poſſibly in any other 
ſenſe be accounted as Heathers and Prblicans, but as guilty of as Fundamen- 
tal Errors asthey were. : 

Your next Obje*tion concerning 2/2 God and the Church the lye, and 
preferring and oppoſing a man's private judgement and will before and againſt 
the Twdgement and Mill of God and the Church, if men drny or donbt of any 
thins made known by the Church to be a truth revealed by God ; ſignifies no- 
thing at all, unleſs it be antecedently proved, that the Church can never 
err 1n declaring any thing to be a truth revealed by God, which none, 
who know what you mean by the Church, will cafily afſent to, till you | 
have attempted a further proof of it, than yet we find. And, although 
the queſtioning Divine Veracity be deſtructive to that which you call Sz. 
pernatural Faith, yet l hope it 1s poſttble to believe God to be true, and yet 
that a// me arc lyars, or that there is no ſuch inſeparable Connexion be- 
tween God”s Veracity, and the preſent Declarations of any Church, but that 
one may heartily aſſent to the former, and yet queſtion the truth of the 
later. If you think otherwiſe, ſherw your pity to the weakneſs of our un- 


_ derftandings, by ſomething that may look like a proof of it, which we are 


{t1]] much to ſeek for. 

But, your greateſt {trength, like S:-2pſoz's, ſcems to Iye there where oze 
would leaft ſuſpect it, viz. in Athanaſius his Creed. For thus you go on. 
Wherefore it is ſaid in S. Athanaſius his Creed ( which is approved in the 
thirty nine Articles of the pretended Engliſh Church) that, Whoſocver will be 
ſaved, it is neceſſary that he hold the Catholick Faith mhich unleſs every 
one hold whole and inviolate, without doubt he ſhall periſh for ever : Neither 
can the Biſhop reply, That all Paints expreſſed therein are Fundamental in his 


ſenſe ; 
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fenſe ; for (to omit the Article of our Saviours deſcent into Hell) he menti- 
ens expreſl; the Proceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt from the Father and the Son, 
nhich his Lordſh1p hath denied tobe a Fundamental Point, as we Jaw in the 
former Chapter. Put, the better to comprehend the force of this Argu- 
ment, we muſt firſt conſider what it 1s you intend to prove. by it, and then 

in what way and manner you pou it trom this Creed, The matter which 

you are to prove, 1s, that all things defined by the Church are Funda- 
mental, z. e. in your ſenſe zeceſſary to Salvation ; and, that the ground 
why ſuch things, whoſe matter 1s not neceſſary, dobecome neceſſary, is, 
becauſe the Church declares them to be revealed by God; now, in order 
ty this, you inſiſt upon the Creed commonly calPd A4thayaſins his, where- 
in ſome things, acknowledged riot to be Fundamental in the matter, are 

yet ſaid to be weceſſary to Salvation, and that this is owned by the Church 
of 1:::1:d. This 1s the ſubſtance of the Argument, which being reſol- 
ved into its parts, will confilt of theſe Propoſitions. 1. That ſome things 

owned not to be Fundamental in the matter, are yet acknowledged in the 

Creed of Athanaſius, to be neceſſary to Salvation, 2. That:the reaſon why 

theſe things do become xeceſſary, is, becauſe the Church hath defined them 

to be ſo. 3. That this is acknowledged by the Church of England. And 

therefore, by parity of reaſon, whatever 1s defined by the Church, muſt 

be necellary to Salvation. Burt every one of theſe Propoſitions _ ambi- 

guous, the clcar ſtating of them will be the beſt way of ſolving the difi- 

culty, which ſeems to lye in the preſent Argument. And the main Am- 

biguity lyes in the meaning of that zeceſſity to Salvation, which is impli- 

ed in the Athanaſian Creed, as to the Articles therein contained; for, there 

being different grounds and reaſozs upon which things may be ſuppoſed 

neceſſary, there can be no juſt conſequence made from the general own- 

ing a xccef/ity of the belief of ſome things, to the making thole.things neceſ- 

ſary to be believed upon one particular account of it. For the zeceſ/ity of 

believing things to Salvation, may ariſe from one of theſe three grounds. 

1. The Supyoſicion, that the matter to be believed 1s in zt ſelf neceſſary, 

this makes it zeceſſary to all thoſe perſons who are of that perſwaſion ; and 

on this ground it is plain, that the main Articles of the Arhanaſiar Creed 

are generally ſuppoſed neceſſary, viz.-thole concerning the Trinity in Uni- 

ty, the Incarnation, Reſurredtion, and Eternal Life, &c. Now theſe being 

ſuppoſed to be neceſſary from the Marter,any Church may own them under 

this degrce of zece//ity, in that expreſſion uſed in ſeveral places of the Arha- 
niſiin Creed, Mhoſoever will be ſaved, it is neceſſary that he hold the Catholick 

Faith —— which Catholick Faith is, &c. But then we are to conſider, that 

this is only a Declaration of the ſenſe of that Church, what things ſhe owns 
as x c*{[ar;7,and what not. And this Declaration doth not oblige the Con- 

{cience of particular perſons any further, than as the Articles of that Church 

are requircd to be owned as the conditions of Communioz with her, z. e. 

where the degree of neceſſity is not declared, nor exprelſly owned by a 
Church, but left in general terms; no man 1s bound to #e/zeve the things 

judged as zcceſſary, with any particular kind of xeceſpry excluſive of others, 
but only that the Church in Gezeral may uſe that Creed ſuppoſed neceſlary, 

and that the Uſe of that Creed is a lawful condition of that Churches Com- 

2241/09, 2, The belief of a thing may be ſuppoſed zeceſſary, becaule of 

che clear Coaviction of mens under{tandings, that though the matters be 
not in themſelves neceſſary, yet being revealed by God, they mult be expli- 
citiy believed ; but then the zece//iry of this Beliet doth extend no further 
than the c/earzeſs of that Conviction doth. As, ſuppole it inſerted into a 
Creed, that the Article of the Deſceze mult be underſtood according to 

the ſenſe of the Scriptures, this doth oblige no man to any further n— 
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ot belief of the ſenſe of the Article, than he is convinced, that it 1s the 
{exſe of the Scriptures ; Andthe calc is the ſame, when the Article 15 ex- 
preiled only in general terms, which are known to be capable of very 
Jdiferent /exſes, when none of which areexprelled, no parvicular ſenſe 
can be ſaid to be peceſſary to Salvation, to particular perſons, but only 
that /ezſe in general, which all muſt agree in who own it, and the par- 
ticulars are lett ro the Convictions of mens underſtandings upon the uſe 
of the beit means of ſatisfaction. So that he that believes fully that the 
meaning of this Article from Scripture , 1s, that Chriſt”s ſoul did Jocal- 
iy deſcend to Hell, it is neceſſary for him to believe ſo, upon ſuch Con- 
viction ; but he that ſees no more neceſſary to be believed by it, but thar 
ChriſPs ſoul was, during his Body's lying in the grave, 1n a /fate of Separa- 
tion fromit; how can you prove it necet{ary to Salvation tor him to be- 
lieve any more thanthis ? And the caſe is the ſame as to all Modes of 
Exiſtence , and. particular explications of Articles in themſelves owned, as 
of the different Subſiſtences in the Trinity, the manner of the Hypo/tarrcal 
Union of the two Natures iz ChriſPs Perſon, ſuppoling the Dottrines them- 
ſelves believed, what reaſon can there be to allert it neceſſary to Salva- 


"tion to all perſons, to believe them under ſuch a ſenſe, it the Article 


may be it ſelf believed without it, any further than as things under thoſe 


. explications, are manifeſted to ſuch perſons to be neceſſary to be believed ? 


AS Leo 3. defined in the Article of the Holy Ghoſt”s Proceſſion from the Son, 
To ſuch, who by reaſon of capacity and apprehenſion, could attain to the 
Knowledge of it, it was neceſlary to be believed, but not by others ; as ap- 
pears in our former Diſcourſe on that Subjet. Therefore from hence we 
lee another account, why things may become neceſſary to be believed and 
owned as ſuch, beſides the matter and the Churches Definition. Thefe 
things may be ſaid to be neceſſary to be believed by ſuch, who believe the 
Churches Propoſition to be ſufficient, though it be nor; as, ſuppoſe anv 
member of the Greek Church ſhould believe their Church infallible, it is 
neceſſary, for {uch a one to believe whatever is propounded by thar 
Church, though you ſuppoſe that judgement of his ro be falſe in it felf, be- 
cauſe you ſay, the Greek Church is not infallible. So that from hence ir 
appears, that the xece//ity ariſing from the Churches Definition, doth de- 
pend upon the Conviction, that whatever the Church detines, 1s neceſſary 


0 be believed. And, where that is not received asan antecedent prin- 


ciple, the other cannot be ſuppoled. By this opening the ſeveral grounds 
ot zeceſ/ity, your difficulty concerning the Arthanaſia Creed comes to no- 
thing : For granting, that the Church of Exgl/and doth own and approve 
the Creed, going under the name of .4rhanaſirs, and ſuppoſing that her 
V/e of the Creed, doth extend to the owning of thoſe expreſſions, which 
import the zeceſſity of beheving the things therein contained in order to 
Salvation ; yet this doth not reach to your purpoſe, unleſs you prove that 
the Church of Exgland doth own that zeceſ/ity purely onthe account of the 
Churches Definition of thoſe things which are not Fundamental, which it is 
very unreaſonable to imagine ; it being direatly contrary to her ſenſe in 
her nineteenth and twentieth Articles. And thence, that ſuppoſed zece//7ry 
of the beliefof the Articles of the 4thanaſian Creed, muſt, according tothe 
ſenſe of the Church of Exgliand,be reſolved either into the zvcefiry of the Mar - 
ters, Or into that zece//ity which ſuppoſeth c/ear Convictions, that the things 
therein contained are of Divize Revelation. From hence then it cannor 
at all follow, becauſe the Church of Ezeland owns the Creed of Athaniſins, 
therefore all things defined by the Church are, OO 20MRIHO, avceſſary to Sal va- 
tiov. Other particulars concerning that Creed, as to its Ant1quity and Au- 


| thority, we may have occaſion afterwards more at large to diſcuſs : ir ſufi- 


ceth 
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ceth now, that nothing 1s thence produced pertinent to the preſent Con- 
troverlie. | 

His Lordſhip, in the progreſs of this Diſcourle, takes away that ſlight 
and poor evalion, 7 hat the Declaration of the Church makes any thing Funda- 
mental, quoad nos, becauſe that no reſpect to ns can vary the Foundation. 
And that the Churches Declaration can bind us only to peace and external obedi- 
ence, where there 1s not expreſs letter of Scripture and ſenſe agreed on : but it 
cannot make any thins Fundamental to us, that is not ſo in its onn nature. For, 
ſaith he, :f the Church can ſo add, that it canby a Declaration make a thing to 
be Fundamental inthe Faith that was not, then it can take a thing away from 
the Foundation , and mae it by declaring not to be — Fundamental, which all 
men grant n0 power of the Church can do. For the power of adding any thing 
contrary, and of detractine any thing neceſſary, are alike forbidden, and alike 
denicd, Now you ſay, That all this is ſatisfied by the foreſaid diſtinition, 
of material and formal Object ; and you delire the Reader to carry along 
nith him this diſtiaction of objeqtum materiale & formale, materia atte- 
ſtata; & authoritas atteſtantis, azd he will eaſily diſcover the fallacies of his 
Lordjhip*s Diſconrſc, tn this main Point of Controverſie, and ſolve all his dif- 
ficulties ſupported by themy, No doubt, an excellent Awnlet to preſerve from 
the infection of reaſon ! But it is your great miſhap, that where you com- 
mend it ſo much, it doth you ſo little | ==" For, let your diſtinction of 
form.il 2:4 material Object, be \uppoſed as found and good, as TI have ſhew- 
el, it in your ſenſc, to be falle and fallacious ; yet it doth not reach that 
part of his Lordſhip's Diſcourſe, which you apply it to. For, ſtill his rea- 
ſon is concluſive, though the neceſſity only be ſuppoſed to ariſe from the 
Churches Authority, yet if it be in the power of the Church, to make any 
thing neceſſary which was not, why may it not be equally in her power to 
make {omething not neceſſary which was ? For, either the grounds of the 
neceſſity of things to Salvation, doth depend on the Do&trine of the Go- 
{pel, as at firſt declared to the world, or it doth not. If it doth, then it is 
not in the Churches Power to make any thing neceſſary, which was not 
made n<ceſlary by it; if it doth not, then the Church may as well pretend 
to a power to make ſomething zot neceſſary, which was ; as to make ſome- 
thing neceſſary, which was not. So that your diftinQion of Formal and 
Material Object, 1gnifies nothing ar all here; only this is obſervable, that 
you make the Churches Definition to be the Formal Objeit of Faith here, 
which you very ſolemnly contradi&t afterwards. (Cap. 5. $. 4.) And 
can any thing be more evident from this Diſcourſe of yours, than that 
you make the laſt reſolution of Faith, as to the neceflity of things to be be- 
lieved into the Churches Definition, as its Formal Obje&t £ But this diſtinCti- 
on with the grounds of it being removed in our former Diſcourſe, I ſhall 
eaſe my ſelf and the Reader of any further labour in examining what fol- 
lows in this Chapter, which depends wholly upon it ; or elſe run out into 
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the Churches Infallibility, the infallible Aſſent requiſite t0 Faith, the Canon of P- 19,20, 21: 


Scripture, aud our certainty of it, or the Authority of General Councils ; all 
which ſhall be fully and particularly examined in their proper places. 
There being nothing ſaid here, but what either hath been anſwered al- 
ready, or will be moreat large in a more convenient place. 

Theonly things remaining then in rhis Chapter, which deſerve a fur- 
ther diſcuſſion here, are the teſtimonies of Scot-s and S. Avftz, and the 
Diſcourſes which depend thereon. For our better clearing the teſtimony 
of Scotirs, ir which vou charoe his Lordſhip with flific itron, we muſt con- 
ſider on what account, and for what purpoſes that teſtimony 1s produced. 
His Lordſhip had ſaid before, That Fundamentals are a Rock immovable, 
and can nzwver he varied; therefore what is Funtamental after the C _—_ 

k 2 hath 
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hath defin*d it, was Fundament«! before the definition, and zo Decrees of Con n- 
cils, how gemeral ſoever, can alter immorvable Verities ; wherefore, if the Church 


1a Conmil define any thing, the thing definea 1s not undamental becuuſe the 


Church hath defined it ; nor can be made ſo by the definition of the Church, if 
it be not (0 in it ſelf. For if the Church hath this power, ſhe mioht make a 
New zrticle of Faith, which the learned among themſelves deny. for the Ay- 
ticles of Faith canaot imcreaſe 1n ſubſtance, but only in expl/ication ; For which 
he appeals to Bellarmin. Nor, faith he, 1s rhis hard to be further proved 
out of your on School, For SCotus profeſſeth it in this very particalas of 
the Greek Church. If there be, faith he, a true real difference between the 
Greeks ani Latins about the Point of the Proceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt, th: 
either they or we bc, vere hxretici, truly and indeed FHereticks, Which be 


* ſpeats of the old Greeks long before any deciſion of the Charch in this Contro- 


werſie. For he inſtances in S. Balll, and Greg. Nazianzen, 07 0a: file; and 
H. Jerome, Augultine, and Ambrole, on the other. : £716 110 dares call any 
of theſe Hereticks is his challenge ? That then which his Lordihip proves by 
this teſtimony, is, that the xarnre of Herefic doth not depend on rhe Churches 
Definition, but on the Nature of the thing ; tor, according to Scotrs, ante- 
cedently to the Churches Definition, it there had been any real ditterence 
b<tween the Grecks and Latizs, one {ide of them had been Hereticks. To 
this you an{wer, That hence it follows not, that Scotus thought they could br 
Heretichs, unleſs they denyed or donbted of that which they had reaſon to be- 
lieve was revealed by God : But it only follows, that if they knew this ( as 
thoſe learned Greeks had ſufficient reaſon to know it ) they might well be eſtern- 
ed Hereticks, before any ſpecial Declaration of the.Chnrch, although it be more 
clear, that he is an Heretick, who denies to believe that Doftrine, after he 
confeſſes that it is defined by the Church. From which anſwer of yours, ſe- 
veral things are to our purpole obſervable. 1. That the Formal Reaſon of 
Hereſic, is, denying ſomething ſuppoſed tobe of D:vize Revelation. 2. That 
none can reaſonably be accuſed of Hereſir, but ſuchas have lufficient reaſon 
to believe that which they deny 1s revealed Ly God. 3. Thar none can be 
oui'ty of Hereſir, for denying any thing declared by the Charch; vnlels chey 
ave ſuKcient reaſon to believe, that whetever 1s declured by the Church, 
iS zevealed by God, Which unavoidably follows from the former, and 
therefore the Churches Definition cannot make any Hereticks, but ſugh as 
have reaſon to believe that {he cannor err in her Definitions. From whence 
Proteſtants will be in leſs danger of Hereſie than Paps/ts, till you give vs 
more ſufficient reaſons to prove, that whatever the Church declares, is cer- 
tainly revealed by God, And, although you teil us, Mc may be acconiited 
Hereticks before they are condemned 3 ſuch by General Councils, if they op- 
poſe the Dofrime clearly contained in Scripture , or gencrally received by the 
Church ; yet youtell us not, what the meaſures are, whereby we ought to 
judge what things are thus clearly contained in Scripture, or univerſally 
received ; whether the Churches judgement mult be taken, or every man's 
own judgement : it the former, the ground of /1er+/i lics {till in the Churches 
Definition, contrary to what Scotus affirms ; if the later, then no one can 
be an Heretich, but he that oppoſerh that which he is or may be con- 
vinced, 1s clearly contained in Scripture, or generally reccived by the 
Church. If :hit which he rs convinced, then no man is an HH: rich, but he 
that goesagainſ(t his preſent judgement, and ſo there will be few FHere- 
ticks 1n the world; If that which he may be convinced of, it mult be un- 
d:rſtood either in 17s own judgement, or yours ; if In bis own judgement, 
then a Herettcs is one who afſents to things ry, without uſing meens 
to inform himſelf: if in yowrs, why may nor he ſay, You may as well be 
convinced of the zruth of thar which he believes, as he be convinced of the 
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truth ofthat which you believe ; ahd ſo you may ve a Hererick rg him by 
the lame reaſon that he 1s to you. But you lay further, th22 thro are 124zr 
things, which in themſelves are matters of Faith ; yet fo obſcure, 11 velation «{- 
pecially to nalearned and particular perſons, that before the decree of the Church, 
we are not Hereticks, though we ſhould either doubt of themg or deny then : be- 
cauſe, as yet, there appears no ſufficient reaſon that can oblige ns to belive them ; 
although,after the Definition of the Church,we ought as well to believe them as any 
other. But it is impoſſible to underſtand how rhere can be ſuch things which 
men might ſafely not believe, but upon the Definition of the Church they 
are bound to believe them neceſſarily, unleſs it be clear to them, that the 
Church hath power to make obſcure things plain, and unneceſſary things 
to become necelſary. For, ſuppoſe one of theſe ob/cnre thin7s be this very 
Power of the Church in defiarng ſuch things, while this remains ſo 05/cxre, you 
tell me I may doubt or disbelieve it without Herelie,and while I do ſo, I may 
certainly doubt or disbelieve all ſhedeclares. .But, by what means ſhall 
this thing become c/ear ? mult it be by the Churches detining it ? Bur that 
very Power of defininz, 1s the thing 1n queltion, and theretore cannot be 
cleared by it. And it there be any thing then ſo obſcure, that men may wirh- 
out {in doubt ofir, or disbelieve it, certainly the Churches Pomer in defining 
matters of Faith, 1s ſuch; it being not capable, by any att of the Ch.1rch, of 
being made ſo clear, as to oblige men to believe it. | 

But we mult ſee how his Lordſhip hath wronged the 7e/#;20zy of S:c- 
tus; For firſt, Tay you, He world perſwade his Reader, that this Author 
[*ppoſed a real difference between the Ancient Ureek and Latin Fathers, aba:t 
:he Proceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt ; whereas Scotus declares, that there was no real 
difference between them : But doth his Lordſhip ſay , there was ? coth he 
not exprelly cite Sofas his teſtimony inan hypothetical manner ; 1/ there 
be atrne real difference, &c. and it is evident trom Sco7xs his words, that he 
{uppoleth, 1/ the difference had been real, that either the Fs Me 
Greeks or Latins were truly Hereticks. And therefore you ohm CONT yay 
are guilty ofa much greater injury to his Lorath;» than alioquin tel ipſi Gree? , wil nos Latins 
he was to Srotus, Again, you fay, He mrones hin, 17 ys pe Baan Dll, 23-L &- 
ſayine, That after the Churches Definition, it becomes of © 
the ſubſtnce of Faith, Now, fay you, Scotus h4th nut one word of the ſub- 
ftance of Faith, much leſs of Fundamental , which he inspoſes preſently upon 
him, but fayes oaly this, EX quo Eccleſia declaravit hoc etle tenendum , 
&c. tenendum elt, quod Spiritus Sanctus procedat ab utroque, Sxce the 
Church hath ſo decl wed, ſo it 93ſt be held. Sure you never expect to be be- 
lieved, but by a very implicit Faith ; for it one doth bur ofter to ſearch 
an Author, your Jugling becomes notorious. Had you the confidence to 
ſay, That Scorus has not one word of the /nb/trace of Faith; Tpray who 
made that, exc. for you in the ſentence ? If you did it your fejt\, you 4- 
buſe your Readers ; if another did it for you, he ab+fed you : For that ve- 
ry, &c. leaves out thoſe words, {cut de [ubſtintia fider, and try it you can 
render that otherwiſe, than as of the [ſubſtance of Faith; © To 
ro manitelt your Forgery, the whole place is cited in anne boy +1" gf w_ 
the —_— Is this your hdelity N quoring Authors » ſubtlantia fidrs, jicut patet extra, drſum. 
even when you charge others with wronging them ? It mp po ©2009 e/ 
may be you will ſay yet, That Seotus doth not ſay, it is rs) ty oO OD Ae 
to be held, {1cut de ſubſtantia fidet, rhough it be declar- 
ed by the Church to be ſo held ! But what means then the ex 9qzo, if 
men's Faith muſt not be guided by the Ch»rches Declaration : tor it it be 
therefore to be believed necellarily,becauſe declared by the Church, it mu't 
be believed as it 1s declared by the Church: It therefore the Church de- 
clares that it is to be held as of the ſubParce of Faith, it ought to be held 19 

by 
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by ſuch as are bound to believe it on the Churches Declaration. Beſides, 
you will not ſay, but that it was to be believed before ; now, what al- 
teration is cauſed by the Declaration of the Church, burthis, That which 
was before to be believed fimply and in it ſelf, is now to be believed on the 
account of the Churches Declaration, as of the ſubſtance of Faith. And 
thus it 15 impoſſible to relieve your ſelf with your old ſhift of Material and 
Formal Chjeet, which you betake your ſelf ro. Thus ſtill we ſee you are 
that moſt unhappy perſon, who never begin a charge againſt your adverſa- 
ry, but it falls back moſt unevitably upon your ſelf, whoſo readily make 
ule of forgeries, to prove others guilty of them. | Fs 
JUpon 0:45 his mentioning. the Churches Declaration, his Lordſhip in- 
quires, What this Declaration 15, and how far it extends. For which, his 
Lordſhip ſaith, The Maſter teacheth , and his Scholars too, that every thing 
which belongs to the Expoſition or Declaration of another, 1ntus eſt, is put 
axother contrary thing, but is contained within the bowels and nature of that 
which ts interpreted : frommhich, if the Declaration depart , it is faulty and 
erronious , becauſe, inſtead of declaring, it gives another and contrary ſenſ.. 
Therefore when the Church declares any thing in Council , either that which ſhe 
declares was intus or extra ; # the nature and werity of the thing, or out of it. 
If it were extra, without the nature of the thing declared, then the Declaration 
of the thing is falſe ; and ſo far from betng Fundamental in the Faith. If it were 
intus, within the nature and compaſs of the thing, though nat open and apparent 
to every eye ; then the Declaration is true, but not otherwiſe Fundamental than 
the thing is which is declared: for that which is 1ntus, cannot be larger or deep- 
&, than that in which it is ; if it were, it could not be intus. Therefore no- 
thins is ſimply Fundamental, becauſe the Church declares it ; but becauſe it is ſo, 
ia the nature of the thing which the Church declares. In anſwer to this, you 
ſeem more ingenuous than uſual ; for you acknowledge, that his expreſſion 


is learnedly ſolid and good : but yet you would ſeem to return ſome anſwer 


to this Argument,v:2.a/though there be no alteration in the nature of the Artcles 

by the Churches Declaration ; yet this doth not hinder them from becomino Fund.i- 

mental in that ſeaſe in which we diſpute , 1, e. ſuch as cannot be denied or avubted 

of under pain of damnation, although they were not thus Fundamental vefore 

the Declaration, as not being ſoclearly propoſed to ns, as that we nere bound 

to believe them. Neither doth this take away any thing from their 1ntus, or 

that ber? which they had of themſelves ; but only grves a certainty of their b:ing 

fo, and declares that they ought to be ſo quoad nos, as well as quoad ſe, azd in- 
ternally. And it ts no evaſion, but a ſolid diſtinition, that the Declaration of the 

Church varies not the thing in it ſelf, but quoad nos 1 its reſpect tous. The 

fubitance of your Anſwer lyes in this, That though the Chrrch by her 

/ Declaration, doth not alter the nature of things, yer ſhe may, and doth, 
' our Cbli82i07 to believethem ; fo that ſuch things which men might have 
been tel without believing before , when once the Churth hath decla- 

red them, become neceſſary to be believed in order to Salvation. And 

yet you would not have this called »2atizs mew Articles of Faith : But I 

pray tell us, what you mean by Articles of Faith; are not thoſe properly 

Articles of Faith, as diſtinct from Theological Veritres, which are neceſſary to 

be believed by all ? If therefore thoſe things which the Church declares, 

were before not neceſſary, and by the Churches Declaration do become 

neceſſary ; then certainly thoſe things which were not Articles of' Faith, 

co become Articles of Faith, and =. then doth the Church by her 

Declaration, but make New Articles of Faith * Bur, though you aſſert 

the thing , you like not the terms, becauſe they do not ſound ſo pleaſantly 

to the ears of Chriſtians, who believe all Ob/igation to Fith Coth de- 

pend upon immediate Divine Revelation, Setting aſide therefore the 

terms, 
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terms, let us examine the thing, to fee upon what grounds the Church 
can make that neceſſary ro us, which was not in it ſelf. In which caſe the 
#1104r:02 nOt ariling from the neceſſity of the Marrer in it ſe'f tobe be- 
lYye4, 1t is no otherwiſe intelligible, but that it muſt reſult from the 
uppoticzon of ſome Immediate Revelation. For nothing elſe can bind us 
ro au {zrcrnal Aſſent, which you require as neceſſary to the Churches De- 
finitions bur that, unleſs you can ſhew how any Society of men conſidered 
as fuch, have power to ob/zgeall other men to believe what they declare 
on pain of damnation for not doing it. I pray tell me, whether the 4po/tles 
themlclves had power to bind all Chri/t;axsto the belief of ſomething as 
neceſſary , which the Spirit of God did not immediately reveal to them to 
beſo? lt not, what power canany Church have to do it, without a.greater 
meaſure of /zfallibility, than the Apoſtles ever pretended to ? For, they 
never attempted to define any thing as necefſary, which was ſuppoſed 
unneceflary to be believed atter the Do&#rize of the Goſpel was declared 
to the world. Before then you can perſwade us to believe that your 
Church can make any thing zeceſſary, which was ot /o, you mult prove an 
Abſolute Iafallible Divine Aſſiſtance of God's Spirit with your Church, in 
whatever ſhe ſhall attempt to declare or define as matter of Faith. As for 
inſtance, ſuppoling 1t not neceſſary to Salvation 1n it ſelfto believe the I»z- 
m:iculate Conception of the Virgin Mary, how is it poſſible to conceive, after 
your Churches Definition of it, it ſhould become neceſſary, unleſs it be ſup- 
poſed that there was an Immediate Divine Revelation, in that Definition. 
For, nothing but D:vize Authority commanding our Afﬀent, the ground of 
Faith muſt be reſolved into that. Now in this caſe, beſides the Immediate 
Aſent to the thing declared as a truth; there is a diſtinct Propoſition to be 
believed, which 1s, That what was not before neceſſary to be believed, doth now 
become neceſſary to be believed by all ; and ſhew us, either that there is D:- 
vine Revelation for this, orelſe excuſe us, that we cannot give an Internal 
Aſſext to it. For, we have notlearnt to give an Aſſent of Faith to a meer 
humane propoſition, or, in our Saviour”s words, we call no man, Maſter up- 
on Earth, {0 as to promiſe to believe it inthe power of any Church what- 
{oever, to makeany thing neceſſary to be believed, 'which was not ſo be- 
fore. Hence it appears,that your Diſtin&tion of,z /e, & qnoad nos, 15 as 1n- 
lignificant, as your pretence of the Churches Power to define matters of 
Faith is preſumptizous and arrogant,being the higheſt degree gk Lording ir 
over the Chriſtian world. | | 

Why your Church may not as well declare ſomething 
Faith, which before was of Faith, as declare ſomething to be of Faith 
which bctore was not of Faith, it is noteaſie to apprehend, it that thing 
might be ſuppoſed of Faith before, without the Churches explicit Decla- 
ration. For in that caſe the Church would not ſo apparently contradi&t 
her ſelf ; for that CoxtradidFion doth not lye in varying the reſpeCts of 
things, bur in one Declaration contradicting another. For otherwile, it is 
as great a contradiction to ſay, That ſomething which was nor neceſlary, 
1s become neceſſary ; as that a thing which was neceſſary, is become not 
neceſſary. Theretore if there be a contradiction in one , there 1s in the 
other. If the ContradiQtion lyes in the Declaration, you mult ſay, -That 


nothing could be ſuppoſed neceſſary to be believed, but what was decla- . 


red by the Church to beſo, andas declared by the Church: which is a 

Province as difficult as neceflary to be undertaken, to rid your hands of 

this difficulty.” For otherwiſe, that Anſwer of yours cannot reach the 
Objection. 

And now we come to that 7eftimony of S. Avgnftine, which = _- 

. uceu 


to be of P. 25. 


I 


Ll 


— _w — 


72 


—— W-_—___—_— 


of Eundamentals in General. Part fl. 


Fundata iſta ves 62; forendus oft diſputator 
exyans in alits queſttonibus, non diligerter 


a 


duced to prove, That all Points defined by the Church are Fundument:l : 
Which ſay, 1t zs a thing founded. An errins Diſputant 
is to be bora with in other Queſtions, not diligently di- 


digeſtis,nondun plena e::1efpe autoritate fir- geſted, mot yet made firm by full Authority of the Church ; 

9714 wg oye F nd vg 4 there erronr is tobe bore with: but it ought not to proceed 
dg arevet, 1 Far - a6 , ; a : - 

ports quatere moliatur Auguſt. ſerm. 14. fo far, that it ſhould labour to (bake the Foundation :1 / / i 


de verb. Apoſtol. Tom. 10. p. 224:edit. *,/"zhe Chyrchi Now to this place his Lordſhip anfwers. 


Froben. 1529+ 


P. 37, 33+ 
N. 9g, 10. 


Pag. 25. 


x. He ſpeaks of a Fonndation of Dottrine 11 Scripture, mot 

of a Charch-Defiaition © 1 his appears , faith he; For few lines before, he tells 
ws , There was a Queſiton moved to 8. C yprian , Whether Baptifun 
was concluded to the eighth day , as well as Circumciſion ® and no avnbt was made 
Len of the beginning of ſin; and that out of this thing, about which no Queſtion 
was moved, rhat Queſtion that was made was anfirered. And again, that S, Cy- 
prian zouk thas which he gave in Anſwer from the Foundation of th: Church, t9 
confirm a Stone that was (haking. Now S. Cyprian 7 all th: Anſrer thit he 
proes, hath nat one word of any definition of the Church : therefore ea res, that 
things by which he anſwered was a Founaation of prime and  fetled Seripture-Do- 
dtrine not any Defiaition of the Church : 7 herefore that which he took out of the 
Foundation of the Church,to faſten the Stone that [hook was not Deferitica of the 
Church, but the Foundation of the Church it ſelf, the Scripture upon which it :5 
builded ; as appeareth ia the Mitevitane C ouncus ; where the Rule by which Pe- 
lagius was condemned, is the Rule of Scripture. 1 herefore S. Auguſtine goes oz 
iz the ſame ſenſe, that the Diſputer ts not to be born any longer, that ſhall endea- 
wour to ſhake the Foundation it ſelf, upon which the whote Church is grouaded. 
2. His Lordfhip anſwers, That granting that the Churches Definition , was 
meant by S. Auſtin, yet it cax never follow out of any, or all theſe Circumſtances, 
that all Points defined by the Church are Fundamental, becauſe this Forrydation 
may be upon Humane Ainthority \, and that which follows, only is, That thinos are 
zot iv be oppoſed, which are made firm by full Authority of the Church ; but it cax- 
ot b: thence concluded, T hey are therefore Fundamental in the Faith, This is 
the ſubſtance of his Lordſhips Anſwer to this ptace ; which we muſt con- 
{ſider what you reply to. Firſt, you ſay, That it cannot be doubted but that 
S. Auſtun's judgement has, that all our Faith depended on the Authority of the 
Church, aud therefore that he that oppoſeth himſelf oainſt this , endeavonureth to 
ſhake and deſtroy the very ground-work of all Divine Supernatural Faith. This is a . 
rare wa filencing Adverſaries, by telling them, 'T hat cannot be doubted, 
which can ſeeno reaſon ar all to believe. As in this preſent caſe 
you tel that cannot be doubted, which I utterly deny, v2. Thar S. 
Auſtins yadgement was, that all our Fazth depended on the. A»hcrity of the 
Church ; and it all the proof you have tor it,be only that well-known place, 
Ergo vero Evanzelio non crederem, &c. You ſhallin time ſee, what an ill 
choice you made of tixing your proof wholly upon thar. But whoever is 
never {o little converſant in S. Augſtiz's way of diſputing either againſt 
the Donatiſts, Pelagians, or Manichees,will find very little reaſon to doubt, but 
that he made the Foundation of Faith,to be God*s Word, and not the Anthority 
of the Church, Indeed S. Anftin, by way of Preſcription, often wakes uſe 
ot the Churches Arthority, not where there hath bcen particular Definitions , 
but Urwſal Conſent, which he underitands by the ſettlement, by fil? 
Authority of the Church ; bur this he inſiſtsnot on as the ground of Faith, 
but to {hew the unreaſonableneſs of mens oppoſing thole things which the 
Univerſal Church was agreed in, as in this Controverhie here diſputed by 
hmm concerning Or:9/zal Sin iz Fufants. Therefore if I unde; ſtand S. :41- 
ſtiz inthis place, he doth not at all ſpeak concerning what is to be owned 
as a matter of Futh fimply in it {elt, but what the Churches Carriage to. 
wards 
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wards Diſſenters is. For after that C:#atior of S. Cypriax at the Conclu- 

fion of his Sermon, he addrefſeth himſelt to the Pel/agraps, as his diſſenting 

Brethren ; Therefore, faith he, Let z, if poſſible, intreat this of our Bre- 

thren, That th:y would no longer call us Hereticks ; be- " | 
cauſe we mipht as well call them fo if we would , but we p ns yp mes me a oe Fs _ _ 
ao not. Why was S. Arſtin {ſo {ſcrupulous of calling quod eos talia diſputantes nos Seer" yes jo. 
the Pelagians Hereticks, if he made the Definition of the anda + # DHS 5 SE Lames 4f- 
Church the Foundation of Faith , and looked on this "OO 

Controverſie as defined by full Authority of the Chxrch ? And after , ſpeaks 

of the Churchrs bearing with them ſtill,in order to their inſtruQon ; though 

they were gone ſo tar, that they were ſcarceto be born with ; and- 

that the Charch exerciſed great patience towards them ; therefore intreats 

them not to abuſe this paz, exce of the Church, but to be reformed , ſince 

they did exhort as Friezds, and not contend as enemies. And fobrings 

in the former words, which I thus paraphraſe ; 1: is a thing to be taken 

for granted, that in diſputable Points, and ſuch as the Church hath not always 

been agred in, diſſenters may be born with : but if diret# and full oppoſition to 

the clear ſenſe of the Church ſhould fill be ſuffered, it would overthrow the very 
Fonurdation of the Church it ſelf, And that this, and no other, is the plain 

and genuine meaning of S. Auſtiz, is evident to any one who impartiall 

conſiders antecedents and conſequents, and the natural ſenſe of the words 
themſelves. Before, he ſpake how far the Church had born with them : 

in the words themſelves , he tells them, They muſt not expeCt the Church 

would always bear with them, if they joined O&/t;acy with their Er- 

70zrs, for that would ruine the Church, if ſhe continually ſuffered ſuch 

as violently oppoſed things contrary to her cleareſt ſenſe : and after tells 

them, This is not expedient : for hitherto, it may be , our 

patience is not to be found fault withal ; but we ought likewiſe Non w__ t : adhuc fred woſr non eſt re- 
to fear, leſt we be blamed for our negligence : Which words pm apy moe I——_ 
immediately follow the former. And is notthis now a 

rare conſequence, If the Church mult not always bear with ſuch as oppoſe 

her, thea whatſoever 1s defined by the Church is Fundamental ? For it 

is moſt evident, S. Auſtix ſpeaks not of the Churches Power, in defining mat- 

ters of Fath, but ofthe Churches proceeding with Obſtinate Hereticks, And 

therefore the Foundation ſpoken of, is not the Fondation of her Belief, but 

of her Communion ; which the continual bearing with ſuch obſtinate perſons 

as the Pe/azians were, would in time overthrow. The want of underſtand- 

ing this tobe S. Argrſtine's meaning, hath made you ſpend many words 

to very little purpoſe, ſuppoſing allalong that he ſpeaks of the Churches 
Definition,and not her proceedings. Your Reply to his Lordſhips ſecond An- 

{wer, runsupon the ſame miſtake, that he ſpeaks of Shaking the Foundation 

of Faith, whereas I have already ſhewed, that he ſpeaks of no ſuch thing, 

and therefore that, as well as the former Anſwer, fall to the ground toge- 

ther, being both built on the ſame m1ſtaken Foundation. 
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CHAP. III. 
The Abſurdities of the Romaniſts Dottrine of Fundamentals. 


The Churches Authority muſt be Divine, if whatever ſhe defines be Fundamen- 
tal. His Lordſhip, and xot the Teftimony of S. Auguſtine, ſhamefilly abuſed, 
three ſeveral ways. Bellarmine not »i/*cited ; the Pelagian Hereſic con- 
demmed by the General Council at Epheſus. The Popes Authority not im- 
plyed im that of Councils. The groſs Abſurdities of the diſtinction of the 
Church teaching and repreſentative, from the Church taught and aiffufrve , 
in the Queſtion of Fundamentals. The Churches Authority and 1ceſtimony 
in matters of” Faith, diſtinguiſhed. The Teſtimonies of Vincentius Leri- 

 nenſis expluned, and ſhewed to be directly contrary to the Roman Doctrine of 
Fundamentals, Stapleton and Bellarmine ot reconciled by the vain  endea- 
vours uſed to that end. 


He main Doctrine of Fundamentals being in the foregoing Chapter 
ſetled and cleared, what remains of that ſubject will be capable of a 
quicker diſpatch. The ſcope of this Chaprer, is, to atſoil thoſe difficulties, 
which your doctrine of Fundamentals is ſubject to. Wha little footing that 
hath in the place of S. A7g»ſtine, was the laſt thing diſcuſſed in the preceed- 
ing Chapter ; and theretore muſt not be repeated here. His Lord{hip urg- 
cth this reaſon why S. Aug/tize, or any other reaſonable man could net 
believe, that whatever is detined by the Church is Fundamental in the Faith ; 
becauſe full Church- Authority (always the time that included the Holy Apoſt les be- 
ing paſt by, and got comprehenaed init ) is but Church- Authority, and Church- 
Authority, when it is at full Sea, 1s not ſimply divine ; therefore the ſentence of 
it not Fundamental in the Faith. To this you very wilely and learnedly an- 
{wer ; 1 will not diſpute with his Lordſhip, whether it be, or no ; bcearſe it is 
ſufficiett that ſuch Authority be infallible. For if it be infallible, it cannot propeſe 
to us any thing as revealed by God, but what is ſo revealed. So that to diſpute a- 
gainſt this Authority, ts in effect to take away all Authority from drvine Revela- 
tion ; we having no other abſolute certainty, that this or that is revealed by God, 
but only the Infallibility of the Church propoſing, or atteſtinz, it uno us ts re- 
vealed. Whence alſo it follows, that to doubt, aiſprite againſt, or deny any thing 
that i propoſed by the Infallible Authority of the Church,zs to doubt,aiſpute agariiſt, 
and deny that which is Fundamentdl in Faith. His Lordſhip denies the ſentence 
of the Church tobe Fundamental in the Faith, beca.e zor Divine ; you dare 
not ſay, Itis D:w:ze, but contend that it is Infalible, and from that Intalli- 
bility anferr, That Whoſoever denies the Churches Infallibility, muſt deny ſome- 
thins Fundamental in the Fanth, becauſe we can have no oth:r abſolute certain- 
tv that any thing 1s revealed by God, but only from the Churches Infallibiltty, 
So that your whole proot reſts upon a very rotten and uncertain Foun. 
dation, v2. that all c«rtamty in matters of Faith, doth depend upon the 


Churches Iafallzbility ; the falſhood and unrcaſonablenels of which prin- 


Cipie, will at large be diſcovered in the fucceceding Controverſie. Andit 
this fails, then the denial of the Churches Intallibiliry doth not interr 
the denial of any thing Fundamental in the Taith, becauſe men may be 
certain of all Fazdamentals, without belicving this Infallibility. But 
yet, fay you, There 7s no neceſſity of aſſertins Chvch- Authority ro be Divine, 
but only to be infall:ble, in order to the makins vat the defines to be Funda- 
mental, Arare and excellent piece of your old Th-ological Reaſon | as 
thoughany thing could be any fur.uer Izfallible than it 15 Divine, or cny 
/ further 
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fixther owned to be Divize, thanas it is 1sfallible. I pray, acquaint us 
with theſe rare Arts of diſtinguiſhing between an Authority D:wieand 
Irfall:bl:,vhen the ground of that Izfallibility,is the ſuppoſition of ſomething 
properly and fimply D:v/zz, which 15 the [zfallible Afiſtance of God's Spirit, 
Is that Aſſiſtance I»fa/:b/e too, but not Divine? If it be Divine, as well as 

Lzfalliblehow comes that Inf/libility which flows from it not to be Divize, 
when the cauſe of it was ſimply and abſolutely ſo? Beſides, what Infallible 
Authority is that which makes all its Definitzons Fundamental, and yet is not 
in it {elf Div/zz ? From whence comes any thing to be Fundamental ? You 
rell us your felt, as it zs known to be revealed by God, And canany thing be 
known to bz revealed by God, but by an Authority Diviae ? eſpecially on 
- your principles, who make all certainty of knowing it to depend on that 
« hurches Authority ? It fo, then fince the Churches ſentence makes things 
becoine matters of Faith, ſome things may become matters of Faith, which 
have no Divize Authority for them. But this excellent and ſubtle diftin- 
&ion between D:vize and [afallible Authority, we {hall have occaſion to 
examine afterwards, And therefore it 15 well you tell us, Notwithſtanding 
that Inf.ll:ble and Divine, ſeems to many great Divines to be terms convertible , 
which only acquaints us with thus much, that there are ſome men who un- 
derſtand things better than you do ; and that to do lo, is to be a great Divine. 
And if S:4plcto be one of thele,we are not much ottended art it;and fo far we 
willtake theTeſtimonies which you produce out of him.—- That which next 
follows depends upon the proof of the [zfa/;b:/:ty of General Conncils, which 
when you have ſuthciently cleared, we will believe that there can be no 
plain S:ripture, or Evideat Reaſon againſt any of their Definitions, but till 
then we mult believe there may be room for both. 

Your next Sec#/0z promiſerth to ſhew us 4 ſhameful ab:ſe of S. Augu- 
ſtine's Teſtimony three ſeveral ways ; But, it it appears, that not one of 
thoſe ways will hold, then it only follows, that ſo many ways yoz have 
abuſed his Lordſhip, and not he S. Auguſtine. His Lordſhip having aftirmed, 
[hat plaia Scripture with evident ſenſe, or a full demonſtrative Aroument , 
muſt have room , where a wr angling and erring D:ſputer may not be allowed 
it. And theres neither of theſe but may convince the Definition of the Conn:11, 
if itbe i!l founded, Over againlt theſe words he cites that ſentence of 'S, 1+- 
ſtin; Que quidem ſi tam manifeſts monſtratur, ut in dubium vcnire non poſ- 
ſit, prepon:uda eſt omnibns illis rebus, quibus in Catholica teneor., Ita fi al:- 
quid apertiſ/imum i Evanzelio, ec. The plain meaning of which words of S. 
Auguſtine, 1s, 'l hat evideut Truth is to be preferred before all Church- Authority: 
Now a threefold Exception you take to his Lordſhips infiſting on this Te- 
{timony. 1. hat S. Auſtin ſpeaks not ether of plain Scripture, or evident 
ſenſe, or of a fuil demonſtrative Aroument ; but addreſſins his ſpeech to the 
Manicheans, h- writes thrs, Apud vos autem ubi nihil horum eſt quod 
me invitet ac teneat, ſola perſonat veritatis pollicitatio ( a4 hen fo!lloy 
the words cited by the Biſhop ) qux quidem (1 tam manifeſta monttratur ; 
where tit is plain qux, which, is relative only to T ruth, and not to Scripture, or 
any thins elſ-. A wonJertul abuſe of S. 4:/t:zto make him parallel p/27x 
Scripture, evident ſenſe, or a full Demonſtrative Arenument with 1 ruth ! 
As though if evident Truth were more prevalent with him than all thoſe 
Arguments which held him in the Chatholick Chrrch , plain Scripture, evi- 
dent Senſe, or Demonſtrations would not be fo too. What Truth can be 
evident,if it be not one of theſe three? Do you think, there is any other 
way of manifeſting 77th, but by Scriptere, Senf. or Demonſtration ? if you 
have found out other ways, oblige the world by communicating them ; but 
till then, give us leaveto think, that it is all one to ſay, Manifeſt Truth, as 
plain Scripture, evident Senſe, or clear - 1 But, ſay you; 
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He ſpeaks only of that Truth which the Manichees brazged of, and promiſed k 
As though S. 4»ſt:z would have b:en perſwaded ſooner as it came trom 
them, than as it was Truth 1n it ſelf. I ſuppoſe, S. Auſtizdid not think their 
Teltimony ſufficient, and theretore layes, Que quidem ſi tan manife fla mou- 
ſtratur, &c. 4. e. It they could make that which they ſaid, evident to be 


Truth, he would quit the Church, and adhere to them : and it this holds a- 


oainſt the Manicheces, will it not on the fame reaſon hold every where elle, 
2:2. That manifeſt Truth is not to be quitted on any Authority whatſo- 
ever ?} which is all his Loraſh;p aflerts. 

But, Tow. offer to prove that $. Auſtin, by Truth, conld not mean plain 
Scripture ; But can you prove, that by 7 ruth,he did not mean Truth,where- 
ever he tound it, whether in Scripture, or elſewhere ? Vo, ſay you, 1 cax- 
zot be meant, that by Truth, he ſhould mean plain Scripture, in oppoſition to the 
Definitions of the Catholick Church, or General Councils ; For which you give 
this Reaſon,hccanſe he ſuppoſes it impoſſible, that the Doitrine of the Catholick 
Church,ſhould be contrary to Scripture; for then men,according to S. Aultin, ſhould 
zot believe infallibly, either the one or the other. Not the Scriptures, becanſe 
they are received only upon the Authority of the Church ; nor the Church, whoſe 
Authority is infringed by the plain Scripture which is brought agaizſt her. For 
which you produce a large citation out of S. A»/tizz to that purpole. But 
the Anſwer tothat is eafie. For, S. Auſtin, when he ſpeaks of Church- 
Authority, qud infirmat4 jam nec Evangelio credere potero , he doth not in the 
leaſt underſtand it of any Definitions m theCharch ; but of the Univerſal Tra- 
dition of the Catholick Church concerning the Scriptirestrom the time of Chriſt 
and his Apoſtles. And what plain Scrzptures thoſe are ſuppoſeable, which 
{hould contradiCt ſuch a Tradition as this 1s, 15 not cafie tounderſtand, But 
the caſe is quite otherwiſeas to the Churches Definitions ; tor neither doth 
the Authority of Scripture at all reſt upon them ; and there may be very well 
{\uppoſed ſome plain Scriptures contrary to the Churches Definitions, unleſs it 
be proved, that the Church is abſolutely infallible, and the very proof of that 
depending on Scripture, there mult be an appeal made to plain Scriptrre, 
whether the'Churches Definitions may not be contradicted by Scripture. 
When therefore you ſay , This i an impoſſible Suppoſition, that Scripture 
ſhould contradict the Churches Definitions, like that of the Apoſtle ; If an 


- Anecl from Heaven teach otherwiſe , let him be accurfed , Gal. 1. You muſt 


_ it as impoſſible for the Church to deviate from Scripture in any of 
ier Definitions, 2s for ar Anvel to preach another Goſpel ;.which will be the 
braver attempt, becauſe it ſeems ſo little befriended either by ſenſe or rea- 
ſon. But,fay you, If the Church may be an erring Definer, 1 would gladly know, 
why an erring Diſputer may not oppitgn her. That which you would ſo 
gladly know, is not very difficult to be reſolved,by any one who underſtands 
the great difference between yielding an Jzterzal Aſſent tothe Definitions 
of the Church, and opez oppoſing them ; tor it only tollows from the poſſibili- 
ty of the Churches Errour 10 definihg, that theretore we ought not to yield 
an abſolute Internal Aſſent to all her Tcrenianons, but mult examine them 
by rhe beſt meaſures of Truth, in order to our full Aſent to them : bur , 
though the Church may err, it doth not therefore follow, that it is lawful in 
all caſes, or forall perſons, to oppugn her Definitions, eſpecially if rhoſe 
Definitions be only 1n order to the Churches Peace : but if they be ſuch as re- 
quire Internal + — fon tothem, then plain Scripture, evidence of Senſe, or 
__ Reaſon, may be ſufficient cauſe to hinder the ſubmitting to thoſe De- 
nitions. 

2. Youtell us, That his Lordſhip hath abuſed S. Auſtin's Teſtimony, be- 
cauſe he ſp us wot of the Definitions of the Church , in matters not Funda- 
mental, accordins to the matter they contain; but the Truth mentioned by 
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him was Fundamental is its matter, This is the ſubſtance of your ſecond 
Anſwer, which is very rational and prudent, being built on this ſubſtantial 
Evidence. It S. 4ujtiz doth prefer manifeſt Truth before things ſuppo- 
fed Fundamental inthe matter, then no doubt S. Auſtin would not prefer 
manifeſt Truth, before things ſuppoſed not Fundamental in the matter: 
And do not you think this enough to charge his Lordſhip with ſhamefull 
abuſing S. Aſtin? But certainly , if S. A«ſ#iz preferred manifeſt Tru 
before that which was greater, would he not do it before that which was in- 
comparably leſs ? It he did it before all thoſe things which kept him in the 
Catholick Church, {uch as the conſent of Nations, Miracles, Univerſal Tra- 
dition, which he mentions before; do you think he would have ſcrupled 
to have done it, as to any particular Definitions of the Charch? Theſe are 
therefore very excellent ways of vindicating the Fathers Teſtimonies, from 
bavins any thing of ſenſe or reaſon in them. 

3. Youſay, He hath abuſed S. Auſtin, by putting in a wrangling Diſputer : 
But I wonder where his Lordſhip ever ſays, that S. A»/#i» mentions any 
{ſuch inthe Teſtimony cited. For his words are theſe. But plain Scripture, 
with evideut Senſe, or a fall Demonſtrative Argument muſt have room, where 
a wrangling and errins Diſputer may not be allowed it. And there's neither of 
theſe ( over againſt theſe words, he refers to S. Auſtizz's Teſtimony, and 
not the foregoing) but may convince the Definition of the Council, if it be ils 
founded. When you therefore ask, Where the wrangling Diſputer is to be 
found; had it not been tor the help of this Cavil, we might | ans been to 
ſeck for him. But when you have been enquiring for him, at laſt you cry 
our, *vgmz, Oh! Tfſee xow : And you are the fitteſt man to find him out 
that I know. You ſay, This ts done to diſtinguiſh him from ſuch a Diſputer as 
proceeds ſolidly and demonſtratively againſt the Definitions of” the Church, when 
they areill founded ; which S. Auſtin # ſo far from ſuppoſing that one may do, 
that he judges him a mad man, who diſputes againſt any thing quod univerſa 
Eccleſia ſentit ; azd that they hawe hearts, not only of Stone, but even of Devils, 
who reſiſt ſo great a manifeſtation of Truth, as is made by an Oecumenical Coun- 
cil, for of that he ſpeaks. Your deſign 1s to prove, that S. Auſt; doth not 
admit of any plca from Scripture, Senſe, or _—_ againſt any Definitions 
of the Church, for which you firſt produce that known place in which 
S. Auſtiz accounts it madneſs to oppole the univerſal praftices of the 


Church,which will hold for your purpoſle,as far as rites and matters of faith 


have any — with each other ; your latter Teſtimony ſeems more to 
the purpoſe toall perſons who do not examine it, and to noneelſe. For, 
although you ſeemed very careful to prevent any examination of the place 
by a falſe citation of Eps/?. 153. for 152. yet that hath not hindered my 
diſcovering your fad, in aſſerting, that S. Auſtin there ſpeaks of an Occa- 
menical Council. For there 1s not fo much as any thing like it in that Epz- 
file. I acknowledge thoſe words to be found there which you produce, 
Nulla excuſatio jam remanſit : nimium dura, niminm diabolica ſunt hominum 
corda, que adhuc tante manifeſtationi veritatis obſiſtunt. But there needs no 
more to confute the moſt of your Teſtimonies out of the Fathers, but to 
mention the occaſion of their being produced, or the ſcope and deſign of 
the Authors, as is moſt evident in this place. For this Epi/#le is written in 
the name of Svanns, Val-ntinns, Aurelins, Innocentins, Maximinns, Opta- 
zu, Auguſtinus, Donatus, and other Biſhops, tor ſatisfaction of the Dozatiſts 
concerning the proceedings at the Co:ncrl of Carthage ; For the Doxatiſt Br- 
ſhops being therein baffled, had diſperſed among their Proſc/yres many falſe 
rumours of that Co»zc:!, and of their being circumvented by their Catho- 
lick Adverſaries. To diſprove which in this Epiſtle, they firſt ſhew the 
traud and falſity of the Donati/ts, and then the 1ztcgr:ty of their conn 
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ceedings, by the choice of ſeven perſons on either fide, who ſhould {peak 
inbebalf of the reit; and ſeven others as Counfellorsto them ; and tour 
Notaries on either fide, and four other perſons who fhould keep the Re- 
cords to prevent all fraud. Beſides all this, every one was to ſubſcribe in 
his own words, that nu man might complain that any thing was corrupted 
afterwards; which things being diſperſed, while the perſons themſelves 
lived, there was no prokability Poſterity ſhould be deceived in the report 
of them. And then follow thoſe words ; 7 hat no excnſe hath now bee 
left, but that their hearts are too hard and diabolical, who could gain'ay ſo clear a 
maniftſtationof Truth. Is it not now a rare conſequence from hence to in- 
fer, Thar it is not lawful upon any ground of Scripture, Senſe or Reaſon, 
to diſpute the Definitions of General Councils ? Whereas no fuch thing was 
ever mentioned as a Gezeral Conncil, as appears by the very next words, 
where he ſays expreſly, it was only a Counci of African B:fhops; and ellc- 
where S. Azſtiz tells the Dyzatiſts, that ay never durſt appeal to a General 
= [I Council, And luppolin the Council never 10 Occumenical, he mentions no- 
:1'0s Epiſcopos thing of the Definzt:ons of it, but the manner of its proceedings. So that the 
97 Rome ji greateſt Truth hereby manifeſted, 15, your deſign to abuſe his Lordſhip and 
boos judices the Re-:der together. 


fuiſſe, reſtabat _ "Sp Pg FI S 

adhuc plenarium Eccleſie univerſe Concilium, ubi etiam cum ipſis judicibus cauſa poſſit agitari , ut fi male judicaſſe con- 
vitts eſſent, eorum ſententie ſolverentur. Luod utrum fecerint, probent. Nos enim non ſattum eſſe facile probams, ex es 
quod totits orbus non iu communicat, Aug. Epiſt. 162. 


d. 4. Since you diſown the diſtinttion of thies being Fundamental i32 the matter 
and in the manner, I ſhall not trouble you with ſhewing you the weakneſs of 
it : but it were eaſfie to manifeſt it as good as that you embrace of the »-atc- 
rial aid formal Object, which hath been ſufficiently refuted in the precedent 
chapter, and I have no leiſure tor repetitions. 

F.35.n.1z His Lojd{hip endeavouringturther to ſhew, M'hat little Foundation vour 
| Do&trine of Fundamentals hath in the forecited place of S. Auguttine ; wreeth 
this as an Argument acainſt it, That if all Pornts defined by the Church, are 
therefore Fundamental, becauſe that is not to be (haken, which ts an by full 
Authority of the Church; then it muſt follow, '[ hat the Point there ſpoken of, 
the remiſſion of Original Sin, inthe Baptiſm of Infants, was defined nhen S. Av- 
guſtine mrore this, by a full ſentence of a General Council, You deny the-Con- 
P. 32. . 2. ſequence - for, ſay you, By Authority of the Church you mean ( arid not Hapre- 
perly) the Church generally pratiiſing this Dottrine, and defining it 14 a N atic- 
aal Council confirmed by the Pope. For this was plena authoritas Fcclefix, 
though not pleniſſima ; and to difpute againſt what was ſo prattifſid and defines, 
is, in S. Auguſtine's ſixſe, ro ſhake the Foundation of the Church, if not wholly 
to deftroy it. It ſeems a little hard to underſtand what you mcin by rhe 
Churches being ( not unproperly ) ſaid to prattiſe this Doffrine : What, did the 
Church practiſe the Dettrine of the remſſion of Original Sin in Infants ? 
Thar a Church ſhould practiſea matter of Farrh, ſeems a little wonderlul ; 
but that it ſhould do this and that or waproperty, increaſeth the adwiration. 
And we might think it a peculiar priviledge belonging to your Chnch, but 
that ſhe is not ſo much ad to practiſe things more capable of it. And can 
you think it enough to run us down, by telling us, [hat the Pope, with a 
National Council, hath defined it, unleſs you firſt prove, that the Pope, azd4 
a National Conncl, haveas much authority asa Geacral Conmil, which you 
pretend to be infallible; and if a Natronal Cormilwith the Pore be fo too, I 
wonder to what end Gexeral Conpcils are ever calPd, fince the In':likility 
may vc had at a much cheaper rate. 
And by the ſame reaſon you make National Cormile full on way 
do Provincial, it the Pope Concurrs with them 3 wil, bv the fame reaton 
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the Colledee of Cardinals may be Infallible without any of them, becauſe of 
the Pope's concurrence with them. And ſo, all this buſineſs of Councils, is 
but a formal piece of Pazeartry, finceall the Izfallibility they have by this 

retence, is conferred by the Pope in his concurrence ; whoſe Infallibility 
doth not depend on the preſence of a Council ; and therefore hemuſt beas In- 
fallible withouta Couxc:/, as with it. So thatat laſt this Diſcourſe comes 
to this iſſue, He that ſhakes the Pope's Infallibility, ſhakes the Foundation of the 
Church : and prove bur this to have been S. Auz»ſtize's meaning, you will 
highly advance the intereſt of your caule. 

Bur, whatever S. Auſtir's meaning be, you think your {clf engaged to 
vindicate Be!larmine, who, his Lord{hip had ſaid, was deceived, 17 ſaying, 
That th: Pelagian Hereſie was never condemned in an Oecumentcal Council, but 
on!y in Nationals. For, faith he, While the Pelagians ſtood out impudently 
againſt National Councils, ſome of them defended Neſtorius, which gave occaſion 
to the firſt Epheline Council, to excommunicate and depoſe them. To which 
you anſwer, 1. 1t is xt credible, that Bellarmine, who writ ſo much of Con- P. 33-n. 3 
troverſie, ſhould not have read that Council; nor can there be any ſuſpicion of 
his concealing the mattcr, had he found it there, &C. and therefore you ſnſpend 
your Alſent till the Conncil”s words be produced. 2. You tell us, That it is not 
eno teh to prove that Pelagianilm was condemned by a General Conncil, becauſe 
ſome who were Pelagians were ; but, lay you, They were condemned not for 
Pelagianiſm, but Neſtorianiſm, and therefore his Lordſhip ſhoots wide of the 
»:rk, Your Argument from Bellarmine will have no great force with 
them, who ſee no reaſon to admire his fidelity ; and they who enquire 1n- 
to the matter of fact, in the preſent debate, will have cauſe to ſuſpeCt it. 

The ſhort account whereof is this. After that Julian, Florwus, Oronting, 
Fabirs andothers, had been depoſed and baniſhed in the Weſtern Churches, 
for the Pelag/an Hereſie, they fly to Conſtantinople, and ſhroud themſelves 
under the protection of Neſtorizs the Patriarch there, who ſecretly favoured 
them, and writ ſeveral Letters to Pope Ce/eſtine in behalf of them : who is 
{uppoſed to have received his DoCttrine of the perſon of Chrif? from the Pela- 
oians. But when he ſaw that no good was to be done by theſe Letters, but 
by the daily ſpreading of Neſtoriani/m, the Emperonr was forced to ſummon 
a Coxncilat Epheſus, A. D.431. The Pelagians accompany Ne/torizes thi- 
ther, and joyn with Joharnes Antiochenms, and his party, in oppolition to the 
$3no4, Butthe Council underſtanding the proceedings which had been in 
the Weſtern Churches againſt the Pelagians, ratifies and confirms their depo- 
ſition,as appears by the Synodal Epiſtle of the Council to Pope Celeſtine,which 
is extant in the Acts of the Epheſinve Connci/: and in the Epiſtles of Cyril of 
Alexandria. And beſides this, ſome of the Caxozs of that Council, do equally 
concern Cel-/tizzs and Neſtorins ; the firſt Canon decreeing as well the favou- 
rers of Celeſtins as Neftorins to be excommunicate ; and the fourth decreeing 

the D-poſition of all ſuch who ſhould embrace either of them. And there- 
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fore it 15 truly {aid by Janſ: Pts, that the Pelav1an 
Hereſi-, and ths Biſhops who favoured it, were again 
condemned by an Oecumentcal Cornell, And thence 
Proſper in the Epitaph of the Neſtorian and Pe- 
larian Hereſtes, as he makes the Neftorian only an 


Off-ſpring of the Pela9ian; lo he makes both of 


them to fall, and be condemned together. From 
whence it appears, that the Pela9r7axs were not 
condemned in the Eph-ſine Conxcil meerly for 
Neſtorianiſm, but for their proper and peculiar 
lentiments; the former depoſition of them being 
ratihed by the Corncil, and a new Caxon made to 


Panls poſt enim, leftis Commentariis Rome ſub Ca- 
le?ino conſcriptw, & hereſis ipſa Pelagiana, &F 
aut' ores, fautoreſy; e115 epiſropi,, ab Qecamenice 
Synado iterum condemnati fu. Janſenius dehe- 
ref, Pelag. lib. 1. P. 31. 


Neſtor zana lues ſucceſs Pelagiane, 
Nu t amen, eſt utera progenerata men. 

Me tamen una aedit vittam ſententia letho 2 
I!!a wo'ens iterum ſurgere, bis ceridit. 

Mecum oritur, mecum moritur, mecumq; ſepu!chrum 
Intrat, & inferns carcerss ima ſubit, 


Proſper in Epitaph. Neſtor. 
& Pelag. hzrecl. 
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that purpoſe for the future. And now let the Reader judge whether [is 
Lordſhip or Bellarmine were herein the more miſtaken. = 

His Lordfhip adds ; If his Flereſie were condemned only by a National 
Conncil, then the full Authority of the Church here, is no more than the full 
Authority of this Charch of Atvick. Azxd I hope, ſaith he, 1 hat Authority 
doth not make all Points defined by it, to be Fundamental. Tou will ſay, Tes : 
if that Council be soxfirmed by the Pope. And then I muſt ever wonder, why 
S. Auguſtine ſhould fay, The full Authority of the Church ; and not beſtow one 
word upon the Pope, by whoſe Authority only that Council , as all other, have 
their fulnefs of Authority in your judgement. An inexpiable Omeiſſion ; if this 
Do&rine concerning the Pope were true. TO this you anſwer, That there ws 
20 need of any ſpecial mention of the Pope, in ſpeaking of the Authority of the 
Church ; becaufe his Authority is always chiefly ſuppoſed, as being Head of the 
whole Church. But by whom was this ſuppoſed ? by you, or by S. Auguſtine ? 
Can you prove that S. Auſtin, or any of the African Fathers did ever ſup- 
poſe any ſuch thing, that the Pope being Head of the Church, his Authort- 
ty iscluefly ſuppoled in the As of National Councils? Where was the ſup- 
poſal of this Authority in the Diſpute between the Africax Fathers, andthe 
Popes, in the caſe of Appeals? Thele are GG only to be obtruded 
upon ignorant Vovzces ; and ſuch, who look no further into Antiquity, than 
the Implicit Faith in their Prie/ts will give them leave. But what a ſtran- 
ger toall true Art/quity this ſuppoſition of the Pope's being Head of the Church, 
15, we ſhall ſee abundantly, when we come to the Controverlie of the Pope's 
Authority. Yet granting the Suppoſition true ( than which nothing can 
be more falſe ) when the main ſtrength lyes not in the bare Dehnitionof a 
National Council, which you grant of it ſelf hath not full A4uthoriry, but 
in the confirmation of that Deciſion by the Pope which makes that 4- 
thority full, which was not ſo before ; Was it not neceſfary to declare, that 
the Pope did concurs to the giving it full Authority, which without it could 
not be had ? You do not ſay, T hat a// National Councils have this full Au- 
thority, not being confirmed by the Pope ; if therefore S. 4ugnſtine deſigned 
to ſhew that Connci/to have full Authority, the only way to- prove it, was to 
produce the Pope*s Confirmation of it : which cannot therefore be otherwiſe 
looked on, than as an /zexprable Omiffion, if your Pattrine be true ; ſor he 
leſt out that which was only pertinent and material tothe buſineſs. Your 
parallel between S. Auſtiz and yorr felf (-which 1s a very worthy one ) zz 
leaving out the mention of the Pope's Authority when it is uaderſtood, will then 
hold when you produce as great evidence that S. Auſtiz was a Jeſuit, as we 
have from your principles that you are. When you give as manitelt proof, 
that the Pope's Power is neceſſary to all Definitions of Councils, as there is in 
our Laws & our Kz7gsaflenting to Atts of Parliament ; we may give you 


O 
leave to parallel the Omiſfron of the expreſi mention of one with the other, If. 


| the Definitions of Ancient Councils did run in the name of Pope and Cona- 


cit, as our Acts of Parliament, in the name of the K 7x7, and both Houſes, we 
might caſily fay, the Authority of them came from the Pope, as of thele from: 
the Kzz2; but there is nothing of that nature, but much of the contrary, 
as will appear indue time. When you therefore prove that rhe Pope's Pow- 
er 1s1mplied, though it be not mentioned, you muſt prove it by ſome evi- 
dent Confeſſion, that no Authority of a Council was full, unlcſs the Pope 
concurred with it : elſe you may as well ſay, Thar the great Moo hath no 
no full Authority to decree any thing without the Pope's conſent ; for I dare 
tay, There is no denial of it inany of his Laws. And yet, that is more than 
can be ſaid here, for we have ſufficient teſtimony from the records of that 
age, That the Pope's Authority was not ſuppoſed neceſſary to Councils, 
trom his being Head of the Charch. What follows p. 34. n. 5,6. depends 

wholly 
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wholly upon the often-menttionied diſtinCtion of the Formal aud Material Ob- 
ject of Faith ; the foundation of which, having been already removed, 
whatever you offer to build upon 1t, mult of neceſſity fall to the ground ; 
but I ſhall not follow your ill example, 7» making tedious Repetitions, and 

then cry out, Tor are forced t0 #t. | | 
His Lordſhip urgeth furrher, from the Romaniſts Dottrinie of Fundamen- 
tals, I hat the Churches Definition muſt be the Churches Foundation. His 
words are, Beſides, whatſoever is Fundamental in the Faith, is Fundamental to 
the Church, which is one by the Unity of Faith : Therefore, if every thing de- 
fined by the Church be Fundamental in the Faith, then the Churches Definition, is 
the Churches Foundation. And ſo, upon the matter, the Church can lay her owz 
Foundation, and then the Church muſt be in abſolute and perfect Being, before 
lo much 2s her Foundation is laid, To which you anſwer ; But what Abſur- 
dity is it to erant, That the Definition of the Church teaching, tis the Foundation of 
the Church taneht? or,the Definition of the Church repreſcatative,ts the Foundati- 
on of the Church diffuſive ? I pray, inform us whether this Church reaching and 
repreſ-ntin?, be the ſame Church with the Church taught and diffuſive, or one 
difterent from it: If itbe drfferext, it muſt have a different Foundation, and 
{o mult be fundimentally different ; if 1t be the ſame, then the Church muſt 
ſtill lay i:s 0132 Foundation : tor whatever becomes Fundamental by the Deti- 
nition of the Church, 1s, I ſuppoſe, to be believed as neceſſary, z.e. Fun- 
-atal, by the Church teaching and repreſenting, as well as taught and diffu- 
five. Unlels you think thole who decree things, to be believed by all in 
order to ſalvation, do exclude themſelves out of that number ; and there. 
fore, though it be neceſſary forall others to believe it, it is ſtill 724ifferent 
for them, whether they will believe 1t or no. And therefore, were I of 
your Church, I ſhould heartily wiſh my ſelf of the teachins and repreſenta- 
tive Church; for then others might go to Hel for not believing that, which 
I might chuſe whether I would or no. What an excellent invention this 
is, to make the Pope and Cardinals go to Heaven, though they be Atherſts 
and Izſidels? For, you tell us, we can have no aſſurance of any matter of 
Faith, but from the I»fall:bi/ityof your Church; this Infallibility lyes not 
in the t2z2ht and diffuſive, but in thz texching and repreſentative Church ; 
and this diſtintion here ſuppoles, that what 1s made the Fondation of the 
Church taneht, 1s not the Foundation of the Church teaching, 7. e. what is ne- 
ceſſary to Salvation for one, 1s not ſo for the other ; for that is your mean- 
ing of Fundametals. Now, lince all things become neceſſary to be be- 
Heved by the Church —_— upon the Authority of the Church repreſer- 
zativ®$ it neceſſarily follows, from this diſtinQtion, That nothing at all 
1s neceſary to be believed by the Church repreſentative. : And is not this 
a rare Church the mean while ? but what 1s it which makes it a Church ? 
for though it repreſents and reaches, yet it 1s {till calPd a Church teaching 
ard repreſcatative : If it be a Church, ſomething muſt make it ſo: What 
can make it ſo, if not the belief of what is zeceſſary to Salvation? And if 
it doth not believe all that is neceſſary to Salvation, the Church diffuſive is 
much more truly a Church, than the repreſentative: If it doth believe all 
that is neceſſary, then it muſt believe its own Definit/os, becauſe thoſe 
are {uppoled to be ſo; and conſequently, if thoſe be Fundamental, the 
Church 1ſt [till lay her own Foundation. Or elle theſe conſequences fol- 
low. 1. That may be a true Church, which doth not believe all things 
nccellary to Salvation. 2. The Church teaching 1s not bound to believe 
that which ſhe zeaches, but only the Church tauzht. 3. That may be the 
lame Church which Funrdamentally differs from it ſelf. 4. When the' Church 
defines a thing to be xzceſſary, The doth not believe it to be neceſſary, but 
it becomes neceſſary after her Definition. For, I pray, ſatisfie us as 20 
M this 
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this Teachins Church, when ſhe.defines ſomething neceſlary to be believed 
in order to Salvation, which was not ſo defined before ; Doth {heat thir 
Inſtant of her Definitiox belicve that to be neceilary to Salvation, or doth 
ſhe nor ? If ſhe doth, then it is neceſſary before her Detinit!on ; and ſo the 
belief of it as necelſary, cannot depend upon it : Burt if ſhe believes it on- 
ly to be necellary, becauſe ſhe defines it tobe ſo; then ſhe cannot believe it 
to be neceſſary, till ſhe Þath defined it, and conſequently detines that to 
be neceſſary, which ſhe believes not to be neceſſary : and fo dehines con- 
traryro her pwn judgement and belief. Let me therefore ask here fome 


' more Queſtions, which Idoubt you will think troubleſome, If the Church 


repreſentative believed that wot to be xeceſſary to Salvation, whuch ſhe de- 
fined to be neceſſary to Salvation, was ſhe infallible in that belief or no? If 
ſhe was not infallible, then at that time what aflurance could men have of 
any matter of taith, ſince you tell us, That muſt be had from the Churches 
[afall;bility * If ſhe were infallible, then either 1n /o-ze th/z25 only, or in 
all ſhe believed ? if only in /o-ze things we ought to know what ſhe 1s infi.l- 
liblein, and what not, leſt we deceive our ſelves in believing her infallible 
in that in which ſhe is not infallible ? If 7» all ch/725, then ſhe 1s infallible in 
believing that wot to be meceſſary to Salvation, which yer ſhe infallibly detines 
to be xeceſſary to Salvation : And ſo the Church may intallibly detine that to 
be tre, which at the very moment of that Defizir107, ihe intallibly believes 
to be falſe. All theſeare the juſt and excellent Conſequences of this uſeful 

DiftinCtion of yours, which you look on as the only happy Expedient, where- 
by to free your ſelf from aſſerting, that the Church, by making things Fu- 
damental, by her Definitions, doth thereby lay her own Foundation. 

\ But asabſurd and unreaſonable as this is, you would ſeem to have ſome- 
thing to ſay for it: for you tell us, That the Paſtors, in a!l Apes preſerving 
Chriſtian People from being catried away with every wind of Dottrine,are a Foun- 
dation to them of conſtancy in Doitrine. Wonderfully ſubtle! it 1s pity ſuch 
excellent reaſoning ſhould want the ornaments of Mood and Fizonre : bur 
thus it is in them. If the Paſtors of the Church may be the means of pre- 
ferving men from errours, then the Definition of the Church teachins, is the 
Foundation of the Church taught : which in {ſhort amounts to this ; It rhe 
Paſtors oft the Church may be a Foundation of mens conſtancy in Dodtrin:, 
then they may be a Foundation of mens i#conſtancy in Dottrive. It this be 
not that you mean, IT can make no ſenſe of what you foy ; and if it be, let 
any one elle make Sex/e of it, that hatha gift for it. For, by conſtancy 12 
Dodrine, 1s meant, the adhering to that Do#fr:me which Cod hith revealed 
as neceſſary in his Word, but by the Definitions of the reachi/n2 Br), 
you underſtand a Power to make more things neceſiary to the Salvation oft 
all than Chri/t hath made; fo that, joyn theſe two together, thc Conſe- 
quence 15this : It the Paſtors of the Church may, and ought to keep men 
from believing any other Do&r:xe, then they have power to impoſe .179- 
thr Dofrine; which things are fo contradictious to e:ch other, that none 
but one of your facrlty would have ventured to have ſet one to prove the 
other. Therefore when you would prove any thing by this Argument, 
your Medinm muſt be this, That the Paſtors of the Church area Forndation 
of conſt ancy in Doitrine, by laying New Foundations of Dofrines by her 
Definitions, which is i you would prove, That the beſt way to 
keep a Houſe entire, without any additions, is to build another houſe adjoyn- 
ning tO It. | 

But, fay you further, Were ot the Apoſtles in their times (who were Ec- 
cleſia docens) by therr Dottrine and Decrees, a Foundation to the Church which 
was taught by them? Doth not S. Paul expreſly affirm it, ſuperadificati ſupra 

Fundamentum Apoſtolorum, &c. To which Tanſwer. 1. That the Apoſtles 

werc 


Chap. ITI. _ Doftrme of Fundamentals. 


A 


were not therefore faid to be the Forndatioz on which they were built who 


believed on that Doctrine, becauſe, by virtue of their Power, they could de- 
fine or decree any thing to be neceſſary to Salvation, which was not ſo 
before; but, becauſe they were the [a/traments whereby the things which 
were neceſſary to Salvation, were conveyed to them. And becauſe their 
Authoriry, by virtue of their 14/70, and the Power accompanying it, was 
the means whereby they were brought to believe the Doftrine of the Goſpel, 
as in it ſelf true. But there 1s a great deal of difierence berween teachize what 
is neceſſary to Salvation, and making any thing neceſſary to Salvation, 
which was not before, meerly becaule it is taught by them. 2. I grant, that 
thoſe things d1d become neceſſary to be believed, which the Apoſtles taught ; 
ut it was either becaule the things were in themſelves neceſſary, in order 
ro the end declared, viz. Mars Salvation, or eife it wason the account of 
that evidence which the Apoſtles gave, that they were perſons immediately 
imployed by God, to deliver thoſe Doctrines to them. Bur till here is no- 
thing becoming neceſlary, by virtue of a Decree or Definition, butby vir- 
tue of a 7e/tizzony, that what they delivered, came from God. 3. When 
the Avo/tles delivered thele things, the Dorize of the Grſpel was not made 
known tothe work! ; but they were choſen by God, and infallibly affiſted 
for that end, that they might reveal it to the world : And this is certainly 
a very different caſe trom that, when the Doctrine of Salvation is fully 
revealed and delivered down to us in unqueſtionable records. And there- 
fore, it you will prove any thing to your purpoſe, you mult prove as great 
and as divine aſſiſtance of the Sparit in the Chnurch repreſentative of all Ages, 
as was in the Apoſtles 1n the firſt Age of the Chriſtian Church. 4. When 
you ſay from hence, That the Apoſtles, as the teaching Church, laid the 
Fonndation of the Church taught ; that can only be underſtood of thoſe Chr:- 
ans who became a Church, by the Apoſtles preaching the DoiFrine of the 
Goſpe!to them : but this 1s quite a difterent thing from laying the Forda- 
tion of a Churchalready in being as your Ch»rch, taught, and diffuſive, is 
ſuppolſcdto be. Can you tell us, where the Apoſtles are faid to lay fur- 
ther Foundations for Churches already conſtituted ; that they made or de- 
clared more things neceſſary to Salvation, than were ſo antecedently to 
their being a Church? But this is your caſe, you pretend a power in your 
Church repreſt:u#tative, to make more things neceſſary to Salvation, than 
were beforc to a Churchalready in Beixe, and therefore ſuppoſed to believe 
all things neceſſary to Salvation. You ſee therefore, what a vaſt diſparity 
there is inthe caſe, and how far the 4»9/7les declaring the Dof#rine of Chriſt, 
and thereby tounding Churches, is from being an Argument that the repre- 
ſentative Church, may lay the Foundation of the Church diffuſive, which be- 
ing a Churchalrcady, muſt have its Foundation laid before all new Decrees 
and Definitions of the teachizs Church. So that ſtill it unavoidably follows 
upon your principles, That the Church mnſt lay her own Fondation, and 
then he Church muſt have been in abſolute and perfe&t Beizg, before 1o 
muchas her Fondation is laid. Your weak endeavour of retorting this 
upon the Biſhop, becauſe of the Apoſtles reaching the Chrrch of their Age, 
only ſhes, that you have a good will to ſay ſomething in behalf of ſo bad 
a ca :ſe, bur that you want ability to do it : as appears by the Anfwers al- 
rea:lv given, as to the difference of the A4po/?/cs calz and yours. The ſuble- 
2: $4192, which is ſpent ina weak detence of 4. C's words, hath the 
_ caule to be particularly examined; and beſides, its whole {trength hes 
- : things ſu Fciently diſcuſſed already, vz. the ſufficient Propoſition of 
 1atters of Faith, and the Material and Formal Objett of it. 
That which follows pretending to ſomething Nev, and which looks like 
Argumentation, mult be more diftintly conſidered. A. C.*Ss words = 
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That if one may deay, or doubtfully diſpute againſt any one Determination of ! he 

Church, then he may againſt another, and another, and fo againſt all; ſuuce ail 

are made firm to us by one and the ſame Divine Revelation, ſufficicatly applicd 

by one ani the [ame full Authority of the Church ; which betty weakned in any 

0. 33.n.16. Ot, cannot be firmin anyoth:r. TO which Jus Lordſhip anſwers, 1. 7hat 
this is underſtood only of Catholick Maxims, which are properly Fundain aial, ty 
Vincentius Lirinenſis, from whom this Argument is derived. 2. He Acai, 

U, 19, that all Determinat:oas of the Church are made firm to us by one and the ſame 1i- 
wine Revelation. 3. He denies, that all Determinations of the Charch are (uf 
ficteatly applied by one and the ſame fill Authority of the Church. Otf each of 


theſe he gives his reaſons; the examination and defence of which, is all that 


remains of this Chapter. 1othe firſt, you anſwer three things (for I mult ; 
P. 57, digeſt your Anlwers for you. 1. 1 hat there is us evidence, that A. C. bor- þ 


rowed this from Vincentius, and you give an excellent reaſon for it, cafe 
9004 wits may both hit ca the ſame thing, or at leaſt come near it ; which, had 
it been ſaid of your ſelf, had been more unqueſtionable : bur, to let that 
paſs, 2. Youtell us, 7hat the Dottrine is true, whoſoever ſaidit. For which, 
you o1ve this reaſon. For the ſame reaſon which permits nor OY que ſlioning 0 
or acmying the prime Maxims of Faith, permits not our queſticnne, or denying 
ary other Dottrine declared by the Church; becauſe it is not the greatm ſs or ſmmal- 
nefs of the matter, that moves us to give firm Aſſeat in Points of Faith; but 
the Authority of Ged ſpeaking by the Church. To which ] anſwer, that all 
this runs upon a Suppoſition falſe in it felf, which is, 7 har all our Aſſurance 
in matters of Faith, depends upon the Infallible Authorit 3 of the preſent Church ;, 
which being granted, I would not deny but {uppoling that Izfallibility wb- 
folute, on the fame reaſcn I belicve one thing on the Churches Authority, 1 
mult believe all. For tke caſe werethe ſame then, as to the Church, which 
we ſay, it isasto the Scrrprures; he that believes any thing, onthe account 
of its being contained in that Book as the Word of God, nult believe every 
thing he is convinced to be therein contained, whether the matter be in it ſelt 
{mall or great ; becauſe the ground of his belief, 15 the Authority of God, re- 
vealing thoſe things to us. And if therefore you could prove ſucha D;- 
wine Authority, conſtantly reſident in the Church, tor Cetermining all mattcrs 
of Faith, Iprant your conſequence would hold : but that 1s too great a 
boon to be had for beoging, and that 1sall the way you ule for it here. It you 
oTer to prove it afterwards, our Anſwers ſhall be ready to attend you. 
Put at preſent, let it ſuffice to tell you, That we belicve no Aiticle of 
Faith at all upon the Churches Tafallible Authority ; and theretore, though 
we deny what the Church propoſeth, it follows nor that we arc any more 
liable to queſtion the truth of any Article any further than the Churches .41- 
therity reaches 1n it ; j.e. wedeny that any thing becomes an Article mcer- 
ly upon her zccount. But now, if you remove the Argument from tle 
preſ-nt Churches Tafallible Authority, to the Unturſal Chirches Teſtimony, 
wethen tell you, That he who queſtions a clear, full, univerſal Tradition 
of the whole Church from Chriſ”s time to this, will, by the ſame reaſon, 
doubt of a!l matters of Faith, which are conveyed by this Teſ{;m:077y to us. 
Bur then we muſt further conſider, That we are bound by virtue of the 
Churches Teſtimony, to bc'ieve nothing any further, than ir appears ro kave 
been the conſtant, full, Univ ſal Teſtimony of the Chirch, from the time 
of Chrift and his Avoftles, Whatever thercſore you can wake appear to 
have been received as a neceſſary Article of Faith in this manner, we em- 
brace it, but nothing elſe ; and on the other ſide, we ſay, That whoever 
doubts, or denies this Teſtimony, will doubt of a'l matters of Faith, bc- 
caule the ground and rule of Fzth, the Scriprares, is convercd tous onlv 
turouph this Qoiverſal Tradition, | |; 
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. You anſwer, That his Lordſhip miſtakes Vincentins Lirinenſis his mean- $. to. 
ing, and falſifies his teſtimony thrice at leaft, Whereof the firſt is in rexdring [ dg P- 37-0 #- 
Catholico dogmaate ] of Catholick Maxims : and here a double moſt dreadful 
charge 15 drawn up againſt his Lordſhip ; the firſt from the accuſation of 
Priſctan, andthe ſecond of nolefs Authors, than Rider and the Ex21ſh Lex:- 
cons: the farit 1s, for tranſlating the Sizoulir Number by the Pliral ;, whereas 
our molt Reverend 0z444;us himſeltin the following p22, tells us, that this 
Catholicam d129maV incentings ſpeaks of, contains the whole of Syſteme the Catho- 
lick Faith, andin that Syſteme ſome are Fundamtals, ſome Superſtructures, 

( both Plurals) yet all theſe contained in this one /i2n/ar Dogs : but it 
was his Lordſhips great miſhap not to have his education in the Schools of 
the 7e/zrtes, elle he might have eſcaped the /z/h for this moſt unpardona- 
ble overſight of rendring ver bum mult/tndinis by our Authors own confeiTi- 
on (who makes it larger too than his Lordſhip doth;for his Lordſhip faith, ic 
contains only Fyz24amentals,but our Author S:perſtruttyr-5 too)by the Plural 
Number. Put the ſecond fault is worſe than this; for, ſaich our Author very 
gravely and diſcreetly with his rod in his hand, Bur iz +4t 4nthor learnt P- 37 
h', that Dogma ſ1znifies only Maxims, were it ia the Plaral number ® Dopnza 
acccrdiiig to our Engliſh Lexicons, Rider, and othcrs, ſiraifics a Decree, or cor:- 
mon received Opinion, nh: ther in prime, or te [s principal matters, What a lear- 
ned diſpute are we now falien into? But Iſce you were reſolved to put all 
but Boys and P.edagogues out of all likelyhocd of confuting you ; For thoſe 
are only the perſons among us, who deal in R-der and Eo: Lexicons, I 
lee now, there 1s ſome hopes,that the orders of the [-9+/ir/0z may have bet- _ 
ter Latin, than that againit Mr. White had; ſince our old J:{tes begin . 
to be {o well verſed in ſuch Maſters of the Latiz tongue. How low is 1z- 
fallibility fallen, that we muſt appeal for knowing what Dogwz fide? 18, to 
the definition not of Popes and Councils, but of Rider and Enzliſh Lex:- 
cons ? But it 111] jeſting with our Orb44/4s in lo ſevere a humour, that his 
Gra:e of Canterbury capnot ſcape his /aſþ for not conſulting Riders Dz- hg 
ciozary for the fignification of Dogma. . But our Author paileth, and we 
muſt attend him, out of his Grammatical into the Theological School ; and 
chere tells us, That the Eccleſiaſtical ſign fication of Dogina, extends it ſelf to 
all thinos eftabliſhed in the Church, as matters of Faith, wh-ther Fundamentals 
or Superſlructures ; and for this, Scotus is cited (loinewhat a better Au- 
thor than Rid:r) who calls Tranſubſtantiation , Dogma fidei. T1 begin to 
believe now, that Dogma 1a very large word, and F:4-5 much larger, that 
can hold ſo prodigious a thing as Tranſ#ub/tartiation within them. Bur, not- 
withſtanding what Rider and Srorzes lay, None ſoable to explain //7acentizs 
his meaning, as //7xcentins himſelf. To him therefore ar laſt our Author FS 
appeals and tells us, That he declares in other places, that he means by Dogm 
ſuch thinrs as in general belong to Chriſtian Faith without diſtinction. But 
doth /["incentins any where by Dagmz mean any ſuch things which were nor 
judged neceſſary by the ancient and Primitive Church, but becorac neceſla- 
ry to be believed upon the Church's Defiartions ? Nothing can poſſibly 
be imagined more directly contrary to the deſign of his whole Book than 
that is, when he appeals {till for matters to be believ2d to Antiquity, Un:- 
verſality, and Conſent ; and to be ſure, all theſe are required to whatever 
he means by a Dogma fidei © it you therefore can produce any teſtimonies 
out of his Boos, which can be ſuppoſed in the leaſt to favour the power 
of the Church in her new Definitions of matters of Faith, you may jultly 
challenge to your ſelf the name of an excellent Invention, who can find 
that in his Book, which all other perſons find the diretly contrary to. 
Nour fir{t citation is out of ch. 33. (not 23. as you quote it, or ſome one 
elſe for you ) where he is cxplaining what Sr. Paul means by , Prophans 
V0 
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wocum novitates. Vocum, faith he, 7. e. Dogmatur, rerum, ſententiirum 
pouitates, que fant vetuſt ati, que antiquitatt contrarie. 1 ſhall not ſcruple 
to grant you that /incentivs by Dogmata here, doth mean ſuch things as 
the Definrtions of your Church are, for he ſpeaks of thoſe things, which all 
Chriſtians, who have a care of their Salvarion, are to aovid ; of ſuch things 

| asare contrary to all Aztiqnity ; and ſuch kind of Dozmara, Iireely grant 
the Definitions of your Church to be. Your lecond citation 1s as happy as 
the firlt, cay. 28. Creſcat ( faith he, ſpeaking of the Church ) {#4 iz ſo 
duntaxat genert, in eodem ſcilicet Dozmate, codem frufn, erdemgque ſententia. , 
An excellent place, no doubt, to prove 1t 1n the Churches power to define ; 
new Articles of Faith ; becauſe the Church mult always remain in the ſame 
Belief, /exſe, and opinion. When his words but little to:egoing are, Pro- 
feclns fit ile fidet non permntatio, which without the help ot Fnzlfh Lex10085 
you would willingly render by leaving out that troublelome Particle zo, 
that the beſt proerefs 174 Faith 1s by adding aew Articles, though it be as con- 
trary ro reaſon as it is to the ſenſe of /incertins Lerinenſts. I VFincentins faith, 
that the Pelagians erred in Dogwate fidei(which words neither appear cap.24. 
nor 34.) he gives this reaſon for it, becauſe they contradict the, Un:wer- 
ſal ſenſe of Antiquity, and the Catholick Church, cap. $4: So that {HII /Vizcenti- 
5, where-ever he ſpeaks of this Dogma fidei, ſpeaks in direct oppoſition to 
your ſenſe of it, for new definitions of the Church in matters of Faith, There 
being ſcarce any book extant which doth more defignedly overthrow thts 
opinion of yours, than that of YVixcentives doth. | ; 

C. 11. To ſhew therefore how much you have wronged his Lordſhip, and. 
what little advantage comes to your cauſe by your inſiſting on Yizcentizes 
his teſtimony : I ſhall give a brief account both of his Deſign and Book. 
The dzfign of it, is, to ſhew what ways one ſhould ule to prevent being 
deceived, by ſuch who pretend to diſcover new matters of Faith, an 

Commit. 1: thoſe he afſigns to be theſe two, ſetling ones faith, oz the Arthority of 
# ks Scripture, and the tradition of the Catholick Church. But ſince men would 
enquire, the Canon of Scripture being perfect, and abundantly ſufficient for all 
things, what need can there be of Eccleſiaſtical tradition ? He anſwers, For 
tinding out the true eſe of Scripture, which is diver{ly interpreted , by 
Novatiupus, Photians, Sabellins, Donatus, Arins, Ennomins, Macedonins , 
Apollinaris, &c. In the following Chapter he tells us, what he means by 
this Eccleſiaſtical tradition, Qnod ubique , quod ſemper, ab omnibus credit 
Cap. 3» e/t, that which hath Antiquity, Univerſality, and Conſcizt, joyning in the 
belief of it. And can any new Definrtions of the Church pretend to all, 
or any of theſe * He after enquires, what 1s to be done in caſc a parvicular 
Church ſeparates it ſelf from the communion of the Catholick ? He an- 
ſwers, We ought to prefer the health of the whole body, before any peſti- 
ferous or corrupted member. But in caſe any Novel Contagion ſhould 
{pread over, not a part only, but endanger the »ho/e Church? then, {ith 
he, a man w:ft adhere to Antiquity, which cannot be deceived with a pre- 
tence of Novelty. But if in Aztiquity, we find out the errour of two or 
three particular Perſons, or City, or Province ; what is then to be done ? 
then, ſaith he, the Decrees of General Councils are to be preferred : But in 
caſe there be none ? then he adds, The general conſent of the moſt ap- 
proved writers of the Charch is to be enquired after ; and w har they all 
with one conſent, openly, frequently, conſtantly he'd, writ, and taught, 
that let every man look on himſelf as bound to believe without heſitation. 
Now then, prove but any one of the new Articles of Faith in the Tridcatize 
Confe//ion by theſe rules of VFiacentins; and it will appear , thar you have 
produced his Teſtimony to ſome purpoſe : clfe nothing will be more ſtrong 
and forcible againſt all your pretences, than this diſcourſe of 1/;zcenrins is; 
which 
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which he inlarges by the examples of the Donatiſts, Arrians, and others; 
in the following Chapters ; in which {till his ſcope is to aſſert Anriquiry, 


and condemn all Novelties iz matters of Faith under 
any pretext whatſoever. For this, ch. I2, I 4. he cites 
a multitude of Texts of Scripture ; forbidding our 
following any other Doctrine, but what was deliver- 
ed by Chriſt and his Apoſtles ; and Anathematizing all 
{uch as ſhould Preach any other Goſpel : and con- 
cludes that , with this remarkable ſpeech ; 7 newer 
was, never is, never will be, lawful to propeſe any thing 
(as matter of Faith ) to Chriſtian Catholicks , beſides 
what they have received, And it was, is, and will be 
becoming Chriſtians io Anathematize all ſuch who de- 
clare any thina but what they have recerved. Do you 


Nibil nowandum ni [7 quod taditum ef. Voſs 


* relzgionemnon que vellemus ducere, ſed qua 


zlla auceret, ſequi oportere. 1dque effe pros 
preum Chyiftiane modeſii &+ gravitatis,non 
ſua poſteris tradere, ſpd & majoribus accepta 
ſeruare. cap. 9. 


Aaxunciare ergo aliquid Chriſtianis Catho- 
licis preter id quod acceperunt, nunquan li- 
cuit,nunquan licet nunquan licebit: Cr Ana- 
themat inave eos qui Adnuncient aliquid.pre- 
terquam quod ſemel acceptum eft, nunquam 
non oportuit, nuſquam non oportet, nuſquan 
non oportebit. Vincent. Lerin, cap. 14. 


think this man was not of your mind in the DoQtrine of Fundamen- 
zals? could he dootherwile than believe it in the Churches power to de- 
fine things neceilary to Salvation, who would. have all thole Anathema- 
tzized, who pretend to declare any thing as matter of Faith, but what they 
received as {uch from their Anceſtors? And after heharhat large exem- 
plified this inthe Photizian, Neſtorian, Apollinarian Hereſies, and ſhewed 
how little the Authority of private Dottors, how excellent ſoever, 15 tobe 
relyed on in matters of faith ; he concludes again with this, Whatfoever 


the Catholick Church held univerſally, that and that 
alone is to be hd by particular perſons. And after ad- 
mires at the madneſs, blindneſs, perver ſeneſs of thoſe, who 
are wot contented with the once delizured and ancient 
rule of Faith ; but are ſlill ſeeking new things, and al- 
ways are itching to add, alter, take away , ſome thing of 
Religion ( or matter of Faith )), As though that were not 
a Heavenly Dottrine, which may ſuffice to be once re- 
vealed ; but an earthly inſtitution, which cannot be per- 
feit, but by continual correttion and amendment. Is 
not this man now a fit perſon to explain the ſenſe of 


Duicquid univerſaliter antiquitius Ecclil; 
Catholicain tenuiſſe cognoverit, id ſolnm ſubs 
tenendum, credendumque decernit. cap. © 5. 
Mirart ſatis nequeo tantam quorundam ho- 
minum veſaniam, tantam excecate mentis 
impictatem, tantam poſtrems errands libidr- 
x:m, ut contents non ſint trasita ſemel 0 
accipta antiquitus credendi reguld; ſed nous 
& nova in diem querunt, ſemyerque aliquid 
geſtiunt religions addeve, mutare , detraher?. 
Nuaſs non celeſie dogma fit, quod ſemel reve- 
latum eſſe ſufficzat; ſed terrena i nſtitutio,que, 
aliter perfirs ni; aſſidud emendatione, immo 
potins reprehenſrant, non poſſit. cap. 25. 


your Churches new definitions , and Declarations in . 
matters of Faith ? And have not you hit very right on this ſenſe of Dogma, 
when hers he underſtands by it that Doctrine of Faith, which 1s not ca- 
pable of any addition or alteration ? And thus we underſtand ſufficiently 
what he means by the preſent controverted place ; that if men rejet? any 
part of the Catholick Doctrine, they may as well refuſe 
another , and another , till at laſt they reject all. By nt, al5s cm alio, fie, 
the Catholick Doftrine, or Catholicum aogma , there quid aliud ad extremum ſoquetur, niſe vt to 
he means the ſame with the Celeſte dotma before , tn pariter repudietur ? cap» 3l- 
and by both of them underſtands that DoQtine of =. 
Faith which was once revealed by God, and which 1s capable of no addi- 
tion atall, having Antiquity, Unrverſality, and Conſent, goingalong with 
it; and when you can prove that this Catholicum Dogma, doth extend 
beyond thoſe things which his Lordſhip calls Catholick Maxims, or pro- 
perly Fundamental Truths, you will have done ſomething to the purpoſe, 
which as yet you have failed in. And thus we ſay, YVizcextins his rule is 
good, though we do not ſay, that he was 7fallible inthe application of it , 
but that he might mention ſome ſuch things to.have had Antiquity, Uni- 
verſality,and Conſent which had not ſo, ſuchas the buſineſs of not rebaptiz- 
77g Hereticks, and the obſervation of Eaſter, which you inſtance in. And 
withall we add, though nothing is tobe admitted for matter of Faith 
which wants thoſe three marks, yet ſome things may have all _ of 

them, 


Abadicata enim qualibet parte Catholics 


— — - - 


—_—_—_—_— I co famed 


33 


The Abſurdetiesrof the Romanilts Part I. 


I ECTS — 


them, and yet be zo matters of Faith at all ; and therefore not at all per- 
tinent to this queſtion ; Such as thoſe things are which you inſiſt on, as 
depoſita doemata which doubtleſs is a rare way of probation. </z.to 
ſhew that by dogmats —_— Vince xtinus means ſome articles of Faith 
which are not Frzdamental 1n the matter of them ; and for that make choice 
of ſuch inſtances which are no watters of Faith at all : but either ritual tra- 
ditions, or matters of order, {uch as the formz and matter of Sacraments , the 
FHrerarchy of the Church, Pedobaptiſm, not rebaptizing Hereticks , the perpe- 
tual wiremmity of the Virgin __ For that of the Caxor of Scriptire, it 
wi!l be elſewhere conſidered, as likewiſe thoſe other Church-rraditions. 
How the Church ſhould ſtill keep, hoc idem quod antea, as you confels ſhe 
ought, and yet make ſome things neceſſary to be believed by all, which before 
her declaration were not ſo, 1s lomewhat hard to conceive ; and yet both 
theſe you aſſert together. Is that which is neceſſary to be believed by 
all, the fame with that which was not neceſſary to be ſo believed ? if the 
ſame meaſure of Faith will not ſerve after, which would have done be 
fore, 1s there not an alteration made ? Yes, you grant, as to our believing, 


| but not as to the thing, for that is the ſameit was. But do you in the meau 


time conſider what kind of :hizg that is which you ſpeak of, which is a 
thing propounded to be believed, and conſidered in no other reſpect, but as it 
is revealed by God in order to our believing it ; now when the ſamething 
which was required only to be believed umplicitely , z. e. not arall ne- 
ceſſarily, is now propounded to be believed exprelly and neceſſarily ; the 
Fundamental nature of it, as an object of Faith, 15altered. For that which 

ou call ;plicite Faith, doth really imply as toall thoſe things to be be- 
ieved implicitely, that there is an igdifferency, whether they be believed 
or no ; nothing being neceſſary to be believed, but what 1s propounded 


to be expreſly believed : Which being ſo, Can it be imagined there 


ſhould be a greater alceration in a matter of Faith, than from its being 
indifferent whether it were believed or no, to become neceſſary to be 
expreſly believed by all in order to Salvation ? And where there is ſuch 
an alteration as this in the thing to be believed, who can without the help 
of a very commodious implicite Faith believe, that ſtill this is hoc idems 
quod axtea, the very ſame as a matter of Faith, which it was before ? 
Though the Church were careful to preſerve every Iota and tittle of Sxcred 
Dottrimes ; yet Thope it follows not, that every Jota and title is of as 
much conſequence, and as neceſſary to be believed, as the main ſubſtance 
of Chriſtian Dottrize. Although when any Doitripe was wiolently oppoſed 
in the Church ſhe might declare her owning it by ſome overt att; yet thence it 
doth not follow, that the 7zteraal afſext to every thing ſo declared is as 
neceſſary, as to that propoſition, that Jeſus 75 the Son of God, the belief of 
which the Scripture tells us was the main deſign of the writing of Scrip- 
ture, That General Councils, rightly proceedins, may be great helps to the 
Faith of” Chriſtians , I know none that deny ; but that by vertue of their 
definitions any thing becomes neceſſary to be believed, which was not fo 
before, remains yetto be proved. 

You much wonder his Lordſhip ſhould father that ſaying on Viz 
tins, That, If new Dottrines be added to the old, the Chnrch, which is Sacrari- 
um veritatis, the repoſitory of wverity, may be chanzed in T.upanar errorum, 
which,hs Lordſhip ſaith, he is loth to Engliſh : for you tell us, 7 hat Vincen- 
tus is ſo far from entertaining the leaſt thought of it, that he preſntly adds, 
Deus avertat, God forbid ;t ſhould be ſo. A ſtout Inference ! Juſt as if one 
ſhould ſay, The Chnrch of Romze may be in time overſpread with the 1: 
humetan Religion, but God forbid, it ſhould be ſo; Were he not an excellent 
Diſputer, who ſhould hence infer it ;»pofjible ever to be ſo ? What you 
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add out of Vinzcentins only proves, that he did not believeit was ſo in his 
time, but doth not in the leaſt prove, that he believed it 5mpoſible that 
ever it ſhould be foatterwards ; but notwithſtanding all that you fay, it. 
is evident enough, that //7zcentius believed ita very ſuppoſable Caſe, by 
that queſtion he puts elſewhere. What if any ew Auid Srovelle di "T008 
Y ; | vella aliqua contagio non jam por- 
contagion doth not only endeavour tO aefile a part onty » fuunculam tantum,ſed totam pariter Eccleſ 
but the whole Church? ia which, he ſaith, we are to adhere 4m commaculare conetur?tune item provide- 
to antiquity. If you anſwer , he ſpeaks only of ay * * #iiitait inhereat, cap. 4. 
endeavour : it is 10on relpyed, That he ſpeaks of /ach a» endeavour as puts 
men to diſpute a queſtion, what they are to do in ſuch a Caſe, and he 
reſolves at that time, they are not to adhere to the judgement of the preſext 
Church , but to that of Aztiquity , which is all we deſire in that Cafe , wz. 
That the preſent Church may ſo far add to matters of Faith, that we can in no 
reaſon be obliged to rely only upon her judgement. Wherein we are to 
conſider, the Queſtion 15 not of that you call the dif/uſtve, but the repreſenta- 
zive Church, all which may be overſpread, and yet but a part of the other ; 
but yet if that Church , whole judgement you ſay only isto be relyed on may 
be ſo infected, it is all one asto thoſe who are to be guided by her judge- 
»gent, Whether the other be or no. For here eadem eſt ratio non entis & 
"208 apparentis, becaule it is not the reality, but the manifeſtation which is 
the ground of mens relying on the Churches judgement. So that ifastoall 
outward appearance and all judicial afts of the Church, ſhe may recede from 
the ancient Faith, and add ovitia veteribus, (whether all particular perſons 
in it do ſoorno) all ground of relying on the judgement of that Church, is 
thereby taken away. Whether it be the Church her ſelf, or Hereticks in the 
Church which make theſe additions, 1s very little material, if theſe Herericks , 
who add theſe zew articles of Faith, may carry themſelves ſo cunningly as to 
get to themſelves the reputation of the Catholick Church: and ſo that which 
ought to have been Sacrarium weritatis, may become impiorum & turpium 
errorum Lupanar : which your Church is concerned not to have Ezzliſhed; 
but by the help of Rzder, and other good Authors of yours, it isno hard 
matter to come to underſtand it. And thus we ſee how much you have 
abuſed his Lordſhip, in charging him witha thrcefold falſification of Vizcer- 
tins Lirinenſtis. 

The ſecond thing which his Lordſhip anſwers, is, That all determina- 6. 14. 
tions of the Church are zot made firm to us by one and the ſame Divine Reve- p, 39, a. af. 
lation; becauſe ſome are made by Scripture , and others; as gggpleton ſaith, 
without any evident or probable teſtimony of Holy writ : though therein Bel- 
larmine falls quite off, 'and , in expreſs terms, that nothing can be cer- 
tain by certainty of Faith, unleſs it be contained immediately in the Word of 
God : or be deduced thence by evident conſequence. Your only delign here, 
1s, to vindicate your two great Champions from contradidting each 
other, which though it be of little conſequence to the main Aſſertion of P. 42.0. 9: 
his Lordſhip, which you knew well enough , and therefore carefully 
avoid the main Charge of your enemy , to part two of your quarrelling 
friends : yet ſince you intend this for a tryal of your s#;/, we muſt ſee 
how well you play your Prize. Stapleton, you ſay, means that we muſt 
ſubmit to the determinations of the Church and the traditions ſhe approves, 
though they be not expreſly contained in Scripture. Excellently well gueſſed 
at Stapletons meaning ! when the very words you cite out of are, 

We ought not to deny our aſſent in matters of Faith, though we have them | 

only by tradition, or the deciſions of the Church againſt Hereticks, and wot 

confirmed with evident or probable teſtimony of Scripture, What a rare 

Interpreter are you grown ſince your acquaintance with Rider, and other | 

Engliſh Lexicons ? Who make not denying aſſent in matters of Faith, —_ 
N E 
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the ſame with /b-zittine tothe Churches Determinations, when you know 
well enough, we p'ead for ſub:t:ifſion to the Churches Determinations, here 
there may be a liberty as ro internal aſſent: and it is as good to make xo 
evident or probable teſtimony of Scripture the ſame with not betue expreſly cont arr. - 
cd in Scripture ; as though nothing which was not expretly contained 1n 
Scripture , could have any probable teſtimony from thence. And trom this 
we may gueſs what an eaſic matter it is for you toaccommodate all perſons 
who differ , ifone ſayes Yes, and the other Vo, you will tell them they 
do not differ, but that one of them by Tes means, /Vo, and the other by Vo, 
means, Jes. Juſt ſohere you reconcile Stapleton and Bellarmine, tor you 
ſay, St.pletoy by [ no probable teſtimony ] means ſome Kind of probable 
teſtimony,wiz. luch as though not expreſs, may be yet deduced trom Srr:p- 
ture ; and Bel/arm:ixe, when he {peaks of Gods nritten Word, as the ground of 
certainty, means that which is neither Gods Wora, nor yet nritten, viz. Tra- 
dition. I never met with one who had a better faculty of reconciling, 
than you ſeem to have by this attempt. But his Lordſhip had prevent- 
ed this ſubtertuge as to Sel/armine and Stapleton, as if Stapleton ſpate of 
the Word of God written, and Bellarmine of the Word of God unwritten (as 
he calls Traaztiox ). For Bl/zrmine, ſfanh he, there treats of the knowledge 
which a man hath of the certainty of his onn Salvation. And I hope A. C. 
will zot tell us thire's any Tradition extant unwritten, by which particular men 
may have aſſurance of their ſeveral Salvations. Therefore Bellarmine's 
whole Diſputation there, is quite beſide the matter : Or elſe, he muſt ſpeak 
of the written Word, and ſo lye croſs to Stapleton 4s is mentioned. You 
tell us, This Reaſon is very ſtrange : But I dare lay, yours exceeds it 11 
ſtrangeneſs, which 1s, bccanſe Bellarmines deſton was ro fſhew, there was no 
ſuch unwritten Tradition to be found. Put doth Bellarmiae diſpute againſt 
any body or no body ? If he diſputes againſt any body upon your prin- 
ciples, thoſe whom he diſputes againſt muſt be ſuch, who aflert that men 
ac have certainty of Fa:zth concerning their Salvation from 7 rad:tion ; 
and you would do well to tell us, who thoſe were that pretended that there 
was a Tradition or unwritten word delivered down from the 4poſt/es, that 
they {ſhould be ſaved. And though Be/arxz1me was not to affirm this, vet 
thoſe he diſputed againſt, upon your Principles muſt be ſuppoſed to do 
it. Bur certainly you thought none of your Readers did ever intend to 
look into B:{zr7ze for the place in Controverlie ; for if they did, nothing 
could be mogg plain, than that Bellarmines reaſon againſt Cathirinus and 
others, loch: wholly and only upon the m7:777ea Mord, For, 1. When 
he ſaith, that Norhine can be certarn with the certainty of Faith, but what 


z% either immediately contained in the Word of God , or may be deduced 


thence by evident conſequence, becauſe Faith can reſt on nothins, but the 
authority of Gods Word ; he adds, That of this prizciple, netther the Catho- 
licks nor the Hereticks doubt, But I Pray, do thole whom Bellarmire 
there calls Hereticks, acknowledge the unwritten Word as a foundation 
tor certainty of Faith in the Caſe Diſputed ? therefore it is plain , he 
ipeaks excluſively of a written Word. 2. When he mentions the A\- 
lumption, he evidently explains himſelf of the written Word ; tor, ſaith 
he, There is no ſuch Propoſition contained in the Word of God, that ſuch and 
fach a particular perſen is juſtified ; for thire are none mentioned therein 
ſave Mary Magdalen, and a certain Paralytick of whom it is ſaid, their ſins 
are forgiven them. Cetert howines in ſacris literis n* nominantur quidem. 
And will Rzder, ahd your other good friends the Exgliſh Lexicons, help 
you to interpret Sacre l:rere by unvritten Traditions ? Could any 
one that had either any common ſenſe left in him , or elſe had not a 
delign moſt groſly to impoſe on his Readers, offer to perſwade men, 

that 
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that Bellarmine could -hete underſtand the Word of God ina ſenſe common 
to Scripture and 7raaitiow, If you can prove that Bellarmine ſaith otherwiſe 
elſewhere, you are ſo far from reconciling Be/larmine and Stapleton, that you 
will not eaſily reconcile Be//armine to himſelf. 

The remainder of this Chapter either refers to ſomething to be handled 
afterwards,as the Infallibility of the Charch and Councils, or elle barely repeats 
what hath been diſcuſled already concerning your ſenſe of Fundamentals, and 
therefore I dare not preſume 1 far on the Readers patience, as to give him 
the ſame things over and over. | q 


CHAP IV. 
The Proteſtant Doctrine of Fundamentals vindicated. 


The unreaſonableneſs of demanding a Catalogue of Fundamentals. The Creed 
contains the Fundamentals of Chriſtian Communion. The belief of Scrip- 
ture ſuppoſed byit. The Diſpnte concerning the Senſe of Chriſt's Deſcent in- 
zo Hell, and Mr. Rogers his Book confeſſed by T. C. impertinent : with 
others of the ſame mature, T. C's. frand, in citing his Lordſhips words. 
Of Papiſts and Proteſtants Unity, The Moderation of the Charck of Eng- 
land, compared with that of Rome. Her grounds of Faith juſtified, In- 
fant-Baptiſm how far proved out of Scripture alone. 


* His Chapter begins with « very pertinent Queſtion, as you call it i we 


might the caſier believe it to be 1o,becaule it 15none of your own pro- 
poſing ; but yet your very calling it, pertinent Queſtion, renders it liable 
to ſuſpicion, and upon examination it will be found both unreaſonable and 
impcrtinent. The Queſtion was, What Points the Biſhop would account Fun- 
dameatal; and that you may ſhew how neceſſary this Queſtion was, you 
add ; For if' he will have ſome Fundamental, which we are bound to believe un- 
der pain of damnation ; and others not Fundamental, which we may, without ſin, 
weſtion,or deny 3 it behoves us much to know, what they are. Thave ever deſired, 
his you, 1 /atisfaitory Anſwer from Proteſtants to this Queſtion, But could never 
yet have it in the ſenſe demanded. An unhappy man you are, who, it ſeems, 
have in your time propounded more fooliſh Queſtions, than a great many 
wiſe mcn were ever able toanſwer. But, 1s1t not every jot as reaſonable, 
That ſince your Chrch pretends tothe power of making things neceſſary 
to the Salvation of all, 'which were not ſo before, we ſhould have from you 
an exact Catalogre of all your Churches Definitions ? If for thag, you refer us 
to the Confeſſion of Faith, at the end of the Council of Trent ; ſo may not we, 
with far greater reaſon, ſend you back to the A4poſtolical Creed ? there being 
no objeQton which will hold againſt this being a Catalozue of our Fundas 
mentals, but will hold mrs that beins a Catalogue of yours. Nay , 
you aſſert ſuch things your ſelf concerning the neceſlity of believing things 
defined by the Church, as make it impoſſible for youtg aflign the definite 
number of ſuch things, asare neceſſary for all perſons, and therefore it is 
very unreaſonable to demand 1t of us. For ſtill, when you ſpeak, that 
the things detined by the Church, are neceſſary to the Salvation of all, you 
add, Where they are ſufficiently propounded ; 1o that the meaſure of Fuxda- 
mentals depends on the /ufficiexcy of the Propoſition. Now, will you un- 
dertaketo aſſign what number of things are ſufficiently propounded to 
the bclicf of all perſons ? Can you ſet down rhe exact bounds, as to all 
individuals, when their ignorance is incxcuſable, and when not ? Can 
N 2 you 


P. 43; 44 


6. +. 


P. 45.0. x7 


1 CG I A Io A oe A Oo, —— _ 


Ir __—_ CO —_—— 


The Proteſtants Doftrine of : Parr I. 


—_ OO 


d. 


t2 


P. 42. (11. 
n. I, 


you tell what the meaſure of their capacity was ! what allowance (4 
makes for rhe prejudices of Education, where there 15a mind defirous of 11- 
ſtruction ? Will you ſay, God accounts all thoſe things fufticiently propo- 
ſed to mens beliet, which you judge tobe ſo ? or, that all men are bound to 
think thoſe things neceſſary to Salvation, which you think ſo? by what mcans 
ſhall the Churches Power of defining matters of Faith, be ſufficiently pro- 

ſed ro men as an Article of Faith ? Either by its own Definition, or with- 
out? If by it; the thing is propoſed to be believed, which 1s ſuppoſed to be 
believed already, before that Propoſition ; or elſe the Enquiry returns with 
as great force, Why ſhouldT bcheve that Definition morethan any other? ft 
without it ; then the ſufficiency of Propoſition,and the neceſfity of believing 
depends not onthe Churches Definition, Theſe Queſtions I am apr to think .:s 
p rtinwatand, avcefſery as yours was: and, now you know my lcnſe,and are 
ſo diſcontented you could never meet with a fatisfattory Anſwer from Pro- 
reſtzntsc, prevent the ſame dilſatisfation in me,by giving a puſictual * n{wee 
to ſuch neceſſary Queſtions. But, if you think the demands azre1ſon.ble, be- 
cauſe they depend on ſuch things, which none can know but God him&lt ; I 
pray accept of that as a ſatisfatory Anſwer to your own very pertznent Que- 


ftion. 


But if the Queſtion be propounded not concerning what things are Funda- 
mental and necej[ary to particular perſons,which on the reafons formerly given, 
it 15 impoſſible to give a Catalogwe of, but,of ſuch things which are neceſſary to be 
o rad for Chriſtian Communion,asT have ſhewed this Queſtion of F:zdamentals 
ought only to be taken here ; then his Lordſhip's Anſwer was more perti- 
nent than the Queſtion, v1z. That all the Points of the Creed were ſuch : For, 
faith he , Sizce the Fathers make the Creed the Rule of Faith ; ſince the apree- 
ins ſenſe of Scripture, with thoſe Articles,are the two Regular Precepts, by which 
a Divine is 2overned about the Faith ; ſince your ons Conncil of Trent desrees , 
That it «s that principle of Faith, in which all that profeſs Chriſt, do neceſſart- 
ly aaree, & Fundamentum firmum& unicum, 708 the firms only, but the only 
Foundation ; ſince it is Fxcommunication 1plo jure, for any man to contradict 
the Articles contained in that Creed ; ſince the whole body of Faith 1s [9 con- 
tained in the Creed, as that the ſubſtance of it was believed even before the 
coming of Chriſt; though not fo exprefly as ſince, ia the number of the Articles : 
S!nce Bellarmin confeſſes, That all things rmply mcejſary for all mens Sal. 
cation, are 132 the Creed and Decaloanes, What reaſon can you have to except ? 
Thus far his Lordſhip. Though from hence it appears, what /:r74c reaſon you 
have to except ; yer becaule »f that , I expect your Exceptions the ſooner : 
and therefore very fairly paſſing by the ſenſe of the Fathers, you ask con- 
cerning the Conxcil of / rext ; hat if, that call the Creed the only Fonnda- 
tion ? Areyqu cometo a What if, with the Coral of 1 rent ? But I ſup- 
poſe, it 1s not from &diſpnring its Authority, but its meaning ; for you would 
ſeem to underſtand it only of prime Articles of Faith, and nit of ſuch as 
all are bound upon ſufficrent Propoſition expreſly to believe ; tor that is all 
the ſenſe I can make of your words. But, whoever was fo filly, asto 
ſay, That all ſuch things which are to be believed on /ifficient Propoſition 
that they are revealed by Ged, are contained in the Crced ? When you 
ſeem to imply, Thar this was the ſenſe the Queſtion was propounded 
in, it 15a {ign you little attend to the Conſequence of things : when it is 
molt evident, that the Qre/t/on was ſtarted concerning the Greet Church , 
and therefore muſt refer only to ſuch F:zdamentals, as are neceſſary to be 
owned in order tothe Bezz2 of a rue Church. And when you can prove, 
that any other Articles arc neceſſary to that, beſides thoſe contained in 
the Creed, you will do ſomething to purpoſe, but not before. But, you 
Juppoſe them to take the Creed in a wery laroe ſenſe, who would lap up in ihe 
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folds of it all particular points of Faith whatever : and I am ſure, this isnot 
the ſenſe it is to be taken in here, nor that in which his Lordſhip took 
it, He faith indeed, That if he had ſaid, that thoſe Articles only which are 
expreſſed in the Creed, are Fundamental, it would have been hard to have 
excluded the Scripture, upon which the Creed it ſelf in every Point ts grounded. 
For nothing is ſuppoſed to ſhut oat its own Foundation. And this is built on 
very good reaſon. For the rhings contained in the Creed are propoſed as 
matters to be believed ; all Fa;th muſt ſuppole a Divine Teſtimony reveal- 
ing thoſe things to us, as the ground on which we believe them ; this Di- 
wine Teſtimony 1s never pretended to be contained in the Creed ; but that 
it is only a ſummary Colletion of the moſt neceſſary Points which God hath 
revealed ; and therefore ſomething elſe muſt be ſuppoſed as the ground 
and formal reaſon why we aflent to the truth of thoſe things therein con- 
tained. So that the Creed mult ſuppoſe the S$:r;prure, as the main and 
only Foundation of believing the matters of Faith therein contained. But 
lay you, {f all the Scripture be included 1n the Creed, there appears no great 
reaſon of ſcruple , why the ſame ſhould not be ſaid of Traditions , and other 
Points ; «ſpecially of that for which we aemit Scripture it ſelf, But, do you 
make no difference between the Scripture being ſuppoſed as the ground of 
Faith, and all Scripture being contained in the Creed ? And doth not his 
Lordſhip tell you, That though ſome Articles may be Fundamental, which are 
infolded in the Creed, it would not follow, that therefore fome unwritten Tra- 
ditioas were Fundamental; for, thongh they may have Authority, and uſe, in 
the Church, as Apoſtolical, yet are they not Fundamental in the Faith, Andas 
for that Tradition, That the Books of Holy Scripture are Divine, and Infal- 
lible in every part ; he promiſes to handle it, when he comes to the proper 
_ place for it. And there we ſhall readily attend what you have to object 
to what his Lordſhip faith about it. | 

But yer you ſay, His Lordſhip doth not anſiver the Queſtion, as far as it 
was neceſſary to be anſwered; we lay, he doth. Wo, ſay you : For the Que- 
ſtion ariſing concerning the Greek Churches error , whether it were Funda- 
mental or uo; Mr. Fiſher demanded of the Biſhop, What Points he would 
account Fund umcntal : to which he anſwers, That all Points contained in the 
Creed, are ſuch, but yet not only they; and therefore this w.ts no direct Anſwer 
ro the Queſtion ; for, though the Greeks error was not avainſt the Creed, yet 
it may be aoainſt ſome other Fundamental Article uot contained in the Creed. 
This you call fizz /bafflinz. To which I anſwer, That when his Lordſhip 
ſpeak of its not being Fundamentum naicum in that fenſe, to exclude all 
things not contained in the Creed from being Fundamental ; he ſpake it 
with an immediate reſpect to the belief of Scripture, as an Infallible Rule 
of Faith: For, ſaith he, T he truth ws, 1 ſaid, and ſay ſtill, That all the Points 
of the Apoſtles Creed, as they are there expreſſed , are Fundamental. And 
h:rein T ſay no more than ſome of your beſt learned have ſaid before wwe. But, 
1 never [1d or meant, that they ouly are Fundamental ; that they are Fun- 
damentum unicum, zs the Council of Trents, *tis not mine, Mine u, That 
the belief of Scripture to be the word of God and Infallible, is an equal , or 
rather a preceding Principle of Faith, with, or to, the whole body of the Creed. 
Now, what reaſon can you have to call this ſhuffling, unleſs you will 
rank the Greeks error equal with the denying the Scripture to be the 
Word of God ? otherwile, his Lordſhips Anſwer 1s as full and pertinent, 
as your cavil is vain and trifling. His Lordſhip adds, That his agrees with 
one of your 0: preat Maſters, Albertus Magnus, who 7s wot far from the Pro- 
Poſition, 1n terminis. To which your Exceptions are ſo pititul, that I ſhall 
anſwer them without reciting them ; for he that ſuppoſeth the ſenſe of 
Scripture, joyned with the Articles of Faith, to be the Rule of Faith, as 
| Albert us 
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Alberts doth, muſt certainly ſuppoſe the belict of the Scriprure as the 
Word of God, elſe how is it poſſible its ſenſe ſhould be the Rule of Faith ? 
Aoain, it is not enough, for you to ſay, That he believed other Articles of 
Faith, beſides thoſe in the Creed, but, that he made them a Rule of Faith 
together with the ſenſe of Scripture. 3. All rhis while here Is not One 
word of Tradition, as the ground on which theſe Articles of Faith were 
to be believed. If this therefore be your way of anſwering, I know none 
will contend with you for fine ſhuffling. What follows concerning the 
right ſenſe of the Article of the Deſcent of Chriſt into Hell ; {ince you ſay, 10s 
will not much trouble your ſelf about it, as being not Fundamental enher 72 his 
Loraſhips ſenſe, or ours ; Tlook on that expreſſion as ſufficient to excuſe me 
from undertaking ſo needleſs a trouble, as the examining the ſeveral ſen- 
ſes of it ; ſince you acknowledge, That mo one determinate ſenſe is Funda- 
2extal, and therefore not pertinent to our buſineſs. Much lefs is that 
which follows concerning Mr. Rogers his. Book and Anthority ; in which, 
and that which depends upon it, I ſhall only give you your own words 
tor an Anſwer, That truly I conceive it of ſmall importance to ſpend m:ch time 
upon this ſubject ; and ſhall not ſo far contradict my judgement as to do 
that, which, Ithink, when it is done, is to very little purpoſe. Of the 
ſame nature is that of Catharinus ; for it ſignifies nothing ro us, whether 
you account him an Herezick or no, who know, Men are not one jot more 
or leſs Hereticks, for your accounting them to be lo or not. 

You call the Biſhop, your good friend, in ſaying, That all Proteſtants do 
aoree with the Church of England in the main Exceptions, which they joyntly 
take againſt the Roman Church, as appears by their ſeveral Confeſſions. For 
( lay you ) by their agreeing in this, but in little or nothing elſe, they ſujficient- 
ly ſhew themſelves enemies to the true Church, which is one, and only one, by 
Unity of Doftrine; from whence they muſt needs be judged to depart, by rea- 
ſon of their Diviſions. AS good a friend as you ſay his Lordſhip was to you, 
in that ſaying ofhis, IT am ſure you ill requite him for his K/zazeſs, by fo 
palpable a falſification of his words, and abuſe of his meaning. And all 
that Friexdſhip you pretend, lyes only in your leaving out that part of 
the Seztence, which takes away all that you build on the reit. For where 
doth his Lordſhip ſay, Thar the Proteſtants only aaree 11 their min Excep- 
trons azainſt the Roman Church, and not in their Doftrines? Nay, doth 
he got expreſly ſay, 7 hat they agree in the chiefeſt Doftrines, as well is mn 
Exceptionsy which they take againſi the Church of Rome, as appears by therr 
ſeveral Confeſſions * But you, very conveniently to your purpole, and 
with a fraud ſuitable to your Cauſe, leave out the firſt part of agreement 17 
the chiefeſt Doftrines, and mention only the later, leſt your Declamation 
ſhould be ſpoiled as to your Unity, and our Diſagreements. But we ſee 
by this, by what means you wanld perlwade men of both, by Arts and 
Devices, fit only to deceive ſuch, who look only on the appearance and 
outſides of things; and yet even there, he that ſees not your growing D- 
viſions, 1s a great ſtranger to the Chriſtian world, Your great Argument 
of the Unity of your party, becauſe, whatever the private Opinions of men 
are, they are ready to ſubmit their judoements 10 the cenſure and determination 
of the Church; it it be good, will hold as well { or better ) for our Unity, 
as yours, becauſe all men are willing to ſubmit their judgements to Scrip- 
ture, which 1s agreed on all ſides to be Infallible. If you ſay, That it can- 
not be known what Scripture determines, but it may be caſily what the Church 
defines : It 1s eaſily anſwercd, .that the event ſhews it tobe far otherwiſe; 
tor how many Diſputes are there, concerning the Power of determining, 
matters of Faith ? to whom it belongs, in what way it muſt be managed, 
whether parties ought to be heard in matters of DoQtrine, what the mean- 
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Ing of the Decrees are, when they are made, which raiſe as many- Diviſi- 
ons as were before them, as appears by the Decrees of the Council of [rent, 
and the later of Pope Innocent relating to the five Propoſitions : . So that 
upon the whole it appears, ſetting aſide force and fraud ( which are ex- 
cellent principles of Chr: Cxity) weare uponas fair terms of Union 
as you are among your elves. | 

You tell us, That your Church doth Anathematize only ſuch perſons a5 Ave 
oftinate ; but whoare they whom ſhe accounts obſtinate ? ever all who 
diſſent from her in any P:ti/0o, And therefore this is a ſingular piece of 
Moderation in your Church. And, you believe the troubles of Chriſtendom 
rather come from too great freedom taken in matters of Faith; than from an 
ſeverity in th; Church of Rome. The truth is, you have excellent ways of nd, 
ing Controverſies, much like perſwading men to put out their Eyes, toend 
the Diſputes about the nature of Colours; and if they will not hearken to 
ſuch prudent counſel, they are pronounced ob/tinate and perverſe, for of- 
tering to keep their Eyes in their Heads. And 1t men will not fay, that H/hzze 
is Black, when your Church bids them do it, theſe men are the 7roublers of 
Iſrael, and the foinenters of the Dj/cords of the Chriſtian world. But if 
your Church had kept to the primitive ſimplicity and moderation, and not 
offered to define matters of Faith ; the occaſion of moſt of the Controver- 
fies of the Chri/t:an world had been taken away. Believe what you will, 
and ſpeak whar you liſt ; there are none who conſider what they believe 
or ſpeak, but eafily diſcover whence the great Diſſentions of the Chriſtian 
world have riſen, v/z. from the Ambition and Uſurpation of the Church of 
Rome, which hath not been contented to have introduced many fitly Su- 
perſtitions into the publick exerciſe of Devotion; but, when any of theſe 
came to be diſcovered, thought it her belt courſe to defend her corrup- 


tions with greater ; by inforcing men to the belzef of them, and thereby 


rendring a Separation from her Communion unavoidable by all thoſe who 
ſought to retrieve the Piety and Devotion of the Primitive Church, And 
yet rhis muſt be calPd Sch:/-z, and the perſons attempting it Hereticks, by 
that ſame Pinus and tender-hearted Mother of yours, who loves her Chilarex 
ſo dearly, that if they do but deſire any reformation of abuſes, ſhe takes 
all poſſible care they ſhall complain no more. As though the only way 
to prevent quarrelling in the world , were to cut out peoples Tongues, 
ang cut oF their Arms; Such a kind of Unity hath your Ch»rch ſhewed 
her ſelf very deſirous of, where-ever power and conveniency have met for 
the carrving it on. But, I hope, you will give us leave, not to- envy the 
Unity of thoſe, who therefore agree in the Church, becaule, as ſoonas they 
do in the leaſt differ from it, they are pronounced not to be of it, for op- 

ſing the determinations of it. And yet, notwithſtanding, the violence 
and fraud uſed in your Church to preſerve its Unity, the world is alarm'd 


with the noiſe of its Ditſentions, and the increaſe of the differing parties, 


who manage their Conteſts with great heats and animoſities againſt each 
other, under all the great pretences of your Uzity. I cannot but there- 
fore judge it a very prudent expreſſion of his Lordſhip, That as the Church 


of England is not ſuch a Shrew to her Children, as to deny her bleſſing, or de- 


nounce an Anathema aearmſt them, if” ſome peaceably diſſent in ſome particu- 
lars remoter from the Foundation: ' So, if” the Church of Rome , ſince ſhe 
grew to her greatneſs, had not been ſo fierce in this courſe, and too particular 
in determining too many things, and making them matters of neceſſary belief, 
which had gone for many hundred of years before, only for things of pious Opt- 
ion; Chriſtendom ( I perſwade my ſelf) had been in happier Peace at this 
dy, than, I doubt, we ſhall ever live to ſceit. And it is an excellent, rea- 
on you give, why the Church of Rowe doth impole her Doctrine on oo 
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whole world, under pain of damnation ; becauſe it is not in her power to do 
otherwiſe. There is little hopes then of amendment in her, if ſhe thinks ſo. 
But, youtell us, Chriſt hath commanded her to do it. What hath he com- 
manded her to do? to add to his Doftrine by making things neceiſary, 
which he never made to be fo ? Is it in that place, where he bids the 
Apoſtles, to teach all that he commanded them, that he gives power to the 
Church, to teach more than he commanded e Bur this 1s a new kind of $- 
pererogation, to make more Articles of Faith, than ever men were required 
to make. Where ſtill is this Commmazd extant in Scripture ? Not ſure any 
where, but in that moſt appoſite place produced to that, and all other 
ood purpoſes which have nothing elſe to prove them ; even Dzc Eccleſie, 
If he will not hear the Church, let him be to thee as a Heathen and a Publican; 
therefore the Church of Rome is commanded by Chri/?, to impoſe her Do- 
Arine on the whole Church, upon pain of damnation. Sure you will pro- 
nounce men ob/tinate, that dare in the leaſt queſtion this, after ſo irre- 
fragable a demonſtration of it. And you may well cry, Scripture is not 
fit to decide Controverſies, when you conſider the lame Coxſequexces you, 
above all men, derive from it. | 
His Lordſhip ſhews the Moderation of the Church of Exgland, even in 
that Canon which'4. C. looks on as the moſt ſevere, where ſhe pronoun- 
ces Excommunication -on ſuch as affirm, that the Articles are in any parr 
ſuperſtitious or erroneous, &>c. by theſe things. 1. That it is not meant of 
mens private judgements, but of what they boldly and publickly affirm. 2. That 
7t is one thing to hold contrary to ſome part of an Article, and another, poſitive- 
ly to affirm, That the Articles in any part are ſuperſtitions or erroneous, 3, The 
Church of England doth this only for thirty nine Articles ;, but the Church of 
Rome apth it, for above a hundred in matter of Doftrine. 4. The Church of 
England never declzred, That every one of her Articles are Fundamental in 
the Faith; but the Church of Rome requires, that all be believed as Funda- 
mental, when once the Church hath determined them. 5. The Church of Eng- 
land preſcribes only to her own Children , and by thoſe Articles provides but 
for her own peaceable conſent in thoſe Dottrines of Truth, But the Church of 
Rome ſeverely impoſes her Dottrine upon the whole world, under pain of dam- 
nation. Toall theſe very conſiderable Inſtances of our Charches Modera- 
tion, your Anſwer 1s, The Queſtion is not, Whether the Eng|1ſh Congreea- 
to, or the Roman Church be more ſevere; but, Mhether the Engliſh Prote- 
ftants Severity be not unreaſonable , ſuppoſing ſhe be ſnbjef to error in defi- 
ning + - yang For after many words, to the ſame, 7. e. little purpoſe, 
the reaſon you give for it, is, That every uniuſt Excommunication infliffed for 
oppoſing of Dottrive, muſt neceſſarily ſuppoſe the Dottrine oppoſed to be infal- 
libly true, and abſolutely exempt from error ; otherwiſe the Sentence it ſelf 
would be unreaſonable and unjuſt, as wanting ſufficient ground, From whence 
you charge Proteſtants with greater Tyranny and Injuſtice towards their 
people, than they can with any colour or pretence of reaſon, charge up- 
on the Roman Church, which excommunicates no man, but for denying 
luch Doctrine 2s 7s both infallibly True, and alſo Fundamental, at leaſt as to 
zts formal Object. This is the ſtrength of all you ſay, which will be reduced 
to this ſhort Queſtion, Whether the proceedings of that Church be more 
unreaſonable, which excommunicates ſuch as openly oppoſe her Do#trine, 
{uppoſing her Fa/lible ; or of that Church, which excommunicates all who 
will not believe whatever ſhe defines to be Izfallibly true. This is the true 
State of the Cortroverſie, which muſt be judged by the reſolving another 


| Queſtion, whether it be not a more unreaſonable U/arpation, to bind 


men upon pain of damation hereafter, and excommunication here, to be- 
lieve every thing Infallible which a Church defines, or to bind men to 
peace 
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peace to 2 Churches Determinations, telerving to men the liberty of their 
judgements, ON pain of Excommunication, it they violate that peace. For 
it 1s plain on the one ſide, wherea Church pretends Tnfallibility, the Excom- 
munication 15 directed againſt the perſons for refuſing to give 1zterna! Alc 
{cat ro what ſhe detines: But, where a Church doth not pretend to that, the 
Excommunication reſpeas wholly that Overe 4#, whereby the Churches 
Peace is broken. And it a Churth be bound to look to her own Peace, no 
doubt {he hath power to excommunzcate luchas openly violate the bonds of 
it ; whichisonly an Act of Cauition ina Church, to preſerve her ſelf in Un:- 
7y ; but where it 15 given out, that the Church zs Tnfallible, the Excommu- 
nication mult be lo much the more unreaſonable, becaule it 15 againſt thoſe 
Internal Atts of the mind, over which the Church, as ſuch, hath no direct 
power. And thus, I hope, you fee how much more juſt and reaſonable 
the proceedings of our Church are than of yours; and that, eo yomine, becauſe 
ſhe pretends ro be infallible, and ours doth not. 

His Lordſhip ſhews further in /Vizdication of the Church of England, ad 
her grounds of Faith, that the Church of England grounded her Poſitive Ar- 
ticles upon Scripture ; and her Negative do refute there, where the thing affirm- 
ed by them, ts not affirmed by Scripture, nor directly to be concluded ont of it. 
Apd this (heath) 7 the main principle of all Proteſtants, that Scripture tis 
ſufficient to Salvation, and contains in it all things neceſſary to it. The Fa- 
thers are plain, the Schoolmen not ſtrangers in it. And Stapleton himſe/f 
confeſſes as much. Nay, and you dare not deny it, as to all material Ob- 
jects of Faith, and your formal here ſignifies nothing. And when 4. C. 
faith, That the Church of England grounded her Poſitive Articles upon Scri- 
pture, if themſelves may be Judges in their own cauſe. His Lordſhip anſwers, 
We are contented tobe judged by the joint and conſtant belief of the Fathers, 
which lived within the firſt foar or five hundred years after Chriſt, when the 
Church was at the beſt, and by the Councils held within thoſe times, and to ſub- 
mit to them inall yy Points of Dottrine. This Offer you grant to be very 
fair, and you do, for your ſelves, promiſe the ſame, . and ſay, You will make 
it good upon all occaſions. Which we ſhall have tryal of before the end of 
this Book. To what his Lordſhip faith, concerning the Negative Articles, 
That they refute where the thing affirmed by them ts either not affirmed in Scri- 
pture, or not direitly to he concluded ont of it. A. C. replies, That the Bap- 
tiſm of Infants is not expreſly ( at leaſt not evidently) affirmed in Scripture, 
ar directly ( at leaſt not demoxſtratively) concluded out of it. Here two 
things his Lordſhip anſwers. 1. To the Expreſſion. 2. Tothe thing. 

1. To the Expreſſion ; That he is no way ſatisfied with A. GC. his addition 
( 0t expreſly, at leaſt not evidently : ) for (faith he) What means he? If 
he ſpeak of the letter of Scripture, then whatſoever is expreſly, is evidently in 
the Scripture, and ſo his addition is in vain, Tf he ſpeak of the meaning of 
Scripture, then his addition is cunning. For many things are expreſly 1 
Scripture, which yet in their meaning are not evidently there, And as little 
latisfied his Lordſhip declares himſelf, with that other ( zor diredly, at leaſt 
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not demonſtratively,) becauſe many things are direitly concluded, which }. 


are not demonſtratively. To the firſt you anſwer, That a Point may be ex- 
preſt, yet not evidently expreſt; otherwiſe there could be no doubt concerning 
what were expreſt in Scripture, ſince men never queſtion things that are cvi- 


dent. Now, lay you, the Baptiſm of Infants muſt not only be expreſt, but evi- 


 aently expreſt,, to prove it ſufficiently, 1. e. undeniably, by Scripture alone. But 


the Queſtion being concerning matters of Dotrine, and not meer words, 
thoſe things are expre/ly affirmed, which are evideztly, and no other : For 


It is one thing for words to be expreſly in Scripture, and another for Do- 


&rines to be 10. For theſe later are no turther exprefly affirmed there, 
| than 
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than as there is evzaexce, that the meaning of ſuch words doth contain ſuch 
2 Do#rize in thein. As to take your own Inſtance, 7 hi is my Body, we 
grant the words to be expreſs, but we deny, that which he had then in his 
hands was his real Body; (tor his hands were part of his real Body ) Nox, 
wedo not ſay, That the Docfrize of 1ranſabſtantiation 1s expreſiy, but not «0. - 
dcatly contained here ; tor, we ſay, The Doctriae 15 not there at all, bur 
only that thoſe arc the expreſs words ; 1 his is my Body z as 1t1s mother tigu- 
rative expreſſions in Seripture., But that which cauſeth. this litigation 
about words, is, That you look upon that which 1s ev:dezt and ncventihle © 
to be all one, whereas there may be ſufficient evidence, where all men are 
not perſwaded by it. And ſo you would put his Lordihip. to prove out | 
of Scripture, Infant- Bapti{7 evidently and aemonſtratively, 7. e. undeniably ; 
whercas' his Lordſhip ſuppoſeth it enough for his purpoſe, to prove it by 
ſuch ſufficient evidence, as may convince any reaſonable man. And this 
was all his Lordſhip meant, when he ſaid, 1 hat our Nezative Articles do re- 
fate, where the thing is not affirmed in Scri ture, Or not directly concluded out 
of it. And, it you will ſtand to the {trict ſenſe of theſe words, you will 
be forced to prove all thoſe Doftrines of your Church, which ours denies to. 
be true, 10 evidently and demonſtratively, i. &. undentably, as you would put 
him upon for the proof of Infant-Baptiſme. OY 
C $. To leave therefore this verbal diſpute, and come to the 7h/z7 : His | 
P. 55.0.4 Lordſhip faith, 7hat it may be concluded directly out of Scripture, 1 hat In- ; 
fants ought to be baptizz*d, &c. For which, he inſiſts oz two places of Seri- | 
pture, John 3.8. Except a man be born again of Water, and of the Spirit, &C. 
which betno interpreted according to the ſenſe of the Fathers, and the Aacieat 
Church, and as your own party acknowledge it ought to be interpreted, do evi 
P- 52-0.1. Oently aſſert Infant-Baptiſmm. By which, your exception of a Pelagian Ann 
baptiſt, who denies Oricmal ſin, and from thence Lit, That Infants cannot 
be born again, is taken away; for the ſame Tradition of the Ancient Church, 
which from hence infers the Bapriſm: of Infants , doth it upon that 
ground, becarſe they are guilty of Original ſin, as you might have ſeen by his 
Loraſhips Citations to that purpoſe. The other place he inliſts on, is, 
p35. Ad. 2.38, 39. which, by the acknowledgement of Ferns and Salmerom, 
holds for I2/azt-Baptiſm. But, when you ſay, That nou would not weaken 
the Areument from John 3. for Infant-Baptiſm ; becauſe you only would ſhow, 
that it caunct be proved demonſtratively from Scripture alone, againſt a per- 
verſe Heretick : You ſcem not much to conſider what thole perverſe He- 
retichs (as you call them ) hold as to Izfant-Buptiſm, which is, not mecr- 
ly that 17fazt-Bapriſz 1s not commanded in Scripture, but that it 1s a thing 
unlawful, as being a perverting of the Iz/titutio of Chriſt, as to the ſubject 
of Bapti/7. Yor the main Queſtion between us and the 4ntipedobapriſts, 
is not, CONCerning an abſolute and expreſs command for Baptizino Infants ; 
but whether our Bleſſed $:zvi0:r hath not by a politive Precept ſo deter- 
mined the ſubject of Baptiſm , v/2. adult perſons proteſiing the Faith, that 
the alteration of the ſubject, v2. 72 Baptizings Infants, be not a deviation 
trom, and perverſion of the Iz/{iturioz of Chriſt ina ſubſtantial part of it; or 
in ſÞort thus, whether our S$Sawonr hath ſo determined the ſubjet of Bap- 
tiſm, astocxclude Jyſzts. Andalthough, the queſtion being thus ſtated, 
- the proof ought to lyc on thoſe who affirm it, yet taking in only the help 
of Scripture and realon, it were no difficult matter to prove direaly and 
evidently, that [fazts arc fo far from being excluded Bapr:/z by the 1; 
ftuntion of Chriſt, that there are as many grounds as are neceſſary to a 
matter of that nature, to prove that the Baptizing them is ſuitable ro che 
laſtitution of Chriſt, and agreeable to the /tate of the Church under the 
Goſpel, Tor, if there were any ground to exclude them, it muſt be either 
, | the 
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the incapacity of the ſubject, or lome expreſs precept and Inftitution of our 
S1vizzr. Put neither of thele can be ſuppoſed to do it. S | 

1. Not incapacity as to the ends of Bapti/zz : for clearing which, theſe 
two things mult be premiſed : 1. That the rule and meaſure, as to the uſe 
aud capacity of Divine Inſtitutions, is to be fetched fr om the end of them, For; 
this was the ground of the Circumciſion of the Proſe/yres under the Law : 
and this was the way the Apoſtles did interpret Chriſts Commiſſion for Bap- 
tizing all Nations, as to the capacity of the ſubjects of it, AQ. 10. 47. Caz 
any mm: forvid water, that theſe ſhould not be Baptized, which have received 
the Holy Ghoſt, as well come : where the queſtion was concerning the /b- 
ject of Baptiſm, Vor it m—_ be . made evident, that the Apoſtles ar firſt 
did interpret their Commuthon of Baptizing all Nations, only of the Fews 
of all Nations : for after that, S. Peter looked on the Gertiles 5 unclean: 


and the Diſciples at Jeruſalem charged S. Peter with it, as a great fault, 
for going in to men uncircumciſed, Aets 11. 3. Therefore we ſee when the 


ueſtion was concerning the ſubject of Baptiſ;z; the only Argument is 
> ng trom the 4c/{zz and exds of it ; that they who were Capable of the 
thing {iznified ought not to be denyed the uſe of the {ign. . And thus by a 
parity of reaſon built on equal grounds, thoſe who are capable of the great 
Liaings repreſented in Bapzi/9 and confirmed by it, viz. Gods pardoning 


' gr ac6, and accepration to eternal life, ought not to be denied rhe external 


ſign, whichis Baptilm it ſelf, And therefore, 2: Where there is a capacity 
5 to the mainends of an Inſtitution, an incapacity as to ſome ends doth not ex- 
clude from it. As 1s molt evident 1n the Baptiſm of our Bleſſed S$:vioxr, 
in whom there was a greater incapacity as to the maitnends of Baptiſm, 
than poſſibly can be in Iafarts; for his Baptiſm could not at all be for the 
remiſſion of (ins, Now we ce, although rhere were but one end, and that 
a very general one mentioned, 7 hat hs mizht fulfill all righteonſnefs, Marth. 
3.15. yet we ſce, that was ſuihcient to perſwade Joh to Baptize him: 
Wi hereby we ſee — in this practice of our S2v/our built on a gene- 
ral and common ground, that a capacity as to. ongend of a politive Inſtituti- 
01, is ſu Heient to make ſuch a praCfice lawful, and in ſome caſes a duty. 

Theſe two general Prizciples being laid down ; it were eaſe to {hew, 
1. That whar incapacity there is in Ifaxts, 1s not deſtructive of the main 
ends of Baptiſm ; which is chiefly thought to be the incapacity of under- 
{tanding the nature or ends of the I/titur/oz ; and it that exclude, it mult 
either be, that it 15 a thing repugnant to reaſon, that any Divine [-/titutr- 
ox ſhould be applyed to perſons uncapable of underſtanding the riature and 
ends of it, which would highly reflect on the wiſdom of God in appoint- 
ing Circumciſion for Children eight dayesold, who were certainly as un- 
capable of underſtanding the ends of that, as our Ch:/drez are of Baptiſm; 
or elſe, that there is ſome peculiarity.in the 1»/t/tution of Baptiſm, which 
muſt excluds them tron it under the Goſpel : which that there 1s not, 
wil appear prefently. 

2. That zh:re is a capacity in Infants as to the main ends of Baptiſm, 
which have cither an afpect from: God to us, 1n regard of its [n/#itutron, Or 
from us t0.G-7, 11 regard of our und:rta{in2 it, Now ,the chief ends of 
a Divine Inſtitution as ſucly, are /xch as reſpe*t Gods Intention 1n it towards 
us, in which reſpect it is properly a 222 ; but as it reſpects God from us, it 
15 properly a Ceremony betokening our profeſſion and reſtipulation to- 
wards God, Now the cnds of it as'a fizz, are to repreſent and exhibit to 
us the nature of the erace of the Goſpelas it cleanſeth and puriteth, and to 
confirm the truth of the Coverazt on Gods part, and to enſtate the par- 
takers of it in the priviledges of the Church of God; now as to all theſe 


ends, there is no incapacity in I»farts to exclude them from Baptiſm, be- | 
O * clue 
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cauſe of them. So that nothing can ſeem wanting of tht ends of Baptiſm, 
bur that which ſeems moſt Ceremonzal in it, which is rhe perfonal r+/f-pu- 
l[itioz, which yet may rcalonably be lupplyed by po/ors, lo tar as tO 
make it of the nature of a ſolemn Contratt and Covenant in fight of the 
Congregation. Thus far it appears from Scriprizre and Reaſon , that no 
incapacity in [ts doth exclude them from Baptiſm. 

2. Thit there is no dire& or conſequential prohibition made by our 
Blelſed Saviour to exclude them, For granting that he had the power to 
limit and determine the ſubje & of Bapr//, the queltion 15, Whether he | 
hath ſo far done it as to exclude [fits ? And nothing ot that nature 1s . 
pretended, before the laſt Commiſſion givento the Apoſtles, of 1 racking ? 
aad Bapiizing all Nations, Matth. 28. 19. And that by this expreſſion 
there 1s no excluſion of Izfazts will appear ; 1. If our Sz10v7 had intend- 
ed the gathering of Churches among the Gzztiles according to the Law of 
Moſes, he could hardly have expretled it alter another manner than thus, 
Go Profelyte all Nations, Circumcifins them. Now I appeal to any mans 
judgement end reaſon, whether in ſuch words it could be imagined, that 
the Infants of ſuch Gentile-Proſclytes ſhould be excluded Circumcition ; and ; 
what reaſon can there be then from rheſe words to imagine, that our Siw;- : 
our did intend to exclude the Infants of Geztit-Coaverrs trom Baptiſm ? 

2. We mult conſider, what apprehenfions thoſe whom our Sv/0ur directed 
theſe words to, v2. the Apc/tes, had concerning the Church-/t.zte of fuch 

as were ia an external Covenant with God, which they meaſured by the 
general reaſon of that Covenant which God made with the Jews; Can we 
then think, that when our S:v/ovr bid the Apoſtles gather whole Nations 

into Churches, they ſhould imagine the fats were excluded out of ir, 
when they were ſo ſolemnly admitted into it,in that diſpenſation which was 

in uſe among them? 3. The Gezr//es being now to be tirlt Proſe/zred to | 
Chriſtianity, the order of the words was neceſſary : tor who ever imagi- 
ned, but that ſuchas were wholly ſtrangers to Chri/tianity, as thole were 1: 
whom C4r:/t there ſpeaks of, were to be fir/f raught, or diſcipled, before 
they were tobe Baptized ? For ſuppoſe, it ſhould be ſaid to ſuch perſons 
among whom I»fant Baptiſ 1s the molt uſed, Go and D:ſciple the Indians, 
Baptiz4g them, &c. could any one conceive rhe intention of ſuch a Com- 
miſſion was to exclude the Izfants of all thoſe [4/ans trom Baptiſr, when 

it was well known that I»fant-Bapriſm was uſed among thole who came 
with thar Commithon ? And therefore neither thele words here, nor thoſe 
Mark 16.16. He that believeth and is Baptized, SC. can in reaſon be fo 
interpreted as to exclude Iyfants, when is meer order of nature, and ne- 
ce{lity of the thing, requires that thoſe who firſt own Chriſtianity by be- 

ing Baptized, ought, before ſuch Bpt//2, nor only to behieve, but to make 
profetlion of that Faith; but this reacheth not at :1I to the caſe of luch L- 
{ts as are born of thoſe perſons. For if any one had ſaid to A/rahan, 

He that believes, and ts circumciſed, ſhall be ſaved, Could it have been fo 
interpreted, that the intention was to exclude his Children from Circnmer- 

fro © No more ought theſe words of our $1407 be [trained to a greater 
prejudice of the right of Ifazts to Baptiſm, than thoſe other to their right 

ot Circumciſion. And thus far we ſce there is no ground from S:r:/9tures, 

or Reaſoa, why Infants ſhould be excluded. 

6, 10, nd, were it not too large a Digreſſion, I might further ſherv how ſt1- 
table the Baptiſm of I7fazrs is-to the adminiſtration of 74195 under rhe 
Goſpel; but I ſhall only propound ſome conſiderations concerning it. 

1. Thatif it had been Chrifts r7atention to exclude Infants, there had been 
tar greater reaſon for an expreſs prohibition ; than of an expreſs command, 
1t his intention were to admit them : becauſe this was ſuitable to the ge- 
| neral 
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nezal grounds of Gods 4:/pexſ.rtion among them before. 2. It is very hard 
to concuive that the po__ thought Intants excluded by Chriſt, when after 
Chr:jls ſenſiou they looked on themlielves as bound to obſerve the Jewiſh 
c/to,z5, even when they had Baptized many thouſand people. 3. If ad- 
miſſion of /-/:ts to Baptiſm were a meer Relique of Judaiſm, it ſeems 
ſtrange that none of the J#d4:2/”2 Chriſtians ſhould be charged with it, 
who yet are charged with the obſervation of other Judazcal rites. 4. Since 
the Terjb Chriji;aus were ſo much offended at the negleCt of Circumciſion, 
Acts 21.21. Canwe in 1caſ{on think they ſhould quietly bear their Ch1/- 
dreas bcing who'ly thrown out of the Church; as they would have been, if 
neither adinitted to Circumciftion nor Baptiſm ? 5. Had it been contrary 
to Chriſts Inſtitutioz, we ſhould not have had ſuch evidence of its early pra- 
Qtice in the Chrrch as we have. And here I acknowledge the uſe of 4po- 
flolical Tradition to wanifelt this to us ; In which ſenſe I acknowledge what 
St. Auſtin farch, 7 hat the crflom of our mother the Church is not to be contem- 
ned or thonomt ſuperfluous, neither 5 it to be believed but as an Apoſtolical Tra- 
dition. Tor that the words are to be read ſo, (and not, as you tranſlate 
them, wor at all tobe believed unleſs it had been an Apoſtolical Tradition, from 
thence interring, that 1zfant-Baptiſon were wot to be believed at all, but for 
Tradition) appears by three ancient Mannſcrips at Oxford, as well as the 
courſe of the ſentence, and St. Ar/tizs judgement in other places, wiz. 
thar it ought to be read, Nec 0-27270 credenda niſi Apoſtolica traditio eſe, 
and nt « [jet, But we grant that the practice of the Church trom Apoſtolical 
rimes 18 a great confirmation, that it was never Chriſts ;ntention to have [n- 
fants excluded from Baptiſm. And thus much may ſufficeto ſhew, what 


' evidence we have from Scripture and Reaſon, without recourſe wholly to 


{adition, or building upon any more controverted p/aces, to juſtifie the 
Churches practice in Infant-Baptiſyz, which is as much as 1s neceſlary for us 
to do. What tollows concerning the founding D:vize ['aith oz Apoſtolical 
Tradition, will be fully conſidered in the ſucceeding Coatroverſre concern- 
ing the r7/o0/utioz2 of Faith, to which we now haſten. 


CHAP. 


The Romaniſts way Part IL. 


CHAP. V. 
The Romaniſts way of Refolving Faith. 


The ill conſequences of the reſolution of Faith by the Churches Infallibility. 
The grand Abſurdities of it, manifeſted by its great unreaſonableneſs in ma- 
ny particulars. The certain Foundations of Faith unſettled by tt , as is 

largely proved. 1 he Circle unavoidable by their new attempt. \ 1 he 1m- 

poſſibility of proving the Church Infallible by the way that Moles, Chrijt, and 
his Apoſtles were proved to be fo. Of the Motives of Credibility, and how 
far they belong *to the Church. The difference between Science and Faith 
conſidered, and the new art of mens believing with their wills. The Churches 
reſtimony muſt be, according to their priacaples, the formal objeet of baith. 

Of their eſteem of Fathers, Scripture and Councils, The rare diſtinitions 

concerning the Churches infallibility difcuſſed. How the Church can be Infal- 

lible by the aſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt, yet not arvinely Infallible, but in 

a manner and after a fort. It. Ko applauded for his excellent faculty i 

contradicting himſelf. | 


E that hath a mind to betray an excellent Cavſe, may more advan- 
ragioully do it, by bringing weak and inſufficient Evidences for it, 


than by the greateſt heat and vigour of Oppoſition againit it. For there 


cannot poſſibly be any Preater prejudice done to a weighty and important 
truth, than to perſwade men to believe it on fuch grounds, which are, if 
not abſolutely falſe, yet much more diſputable rhan rhe _ it ſelf. For 
hereby the minds of men are taken off from the native evidence, which 
the 7ruth enquired after offers tothem, and build their aſſent upon the eer- 
taimty of the mediums ſuggeſted as the only grounds to eſtabliſh a firm 
aſſent upon. By which means, when upon ſevere enquiry, the talfiry and 


inſufficiency of thofe grounds is diſcovered, the perſon-ſo diſcovering lies | 


under a dangerous temptation of calling into queſtion the truth of that, 
which he finds he afſented to upon grounds apparently weak and inſuffi- 
cicnt. And the more refined and fubtle the ſpecrlations are, the more 
{ublime and myſtcrious the matters believed; the zreater ſtill che danger 
of Scepticſia 15, upon a diſcovery of the unſoundneſs ot thole principles 
which fuch things were believed upon. Eſpecially, it the more contident 
and Magiſterial party of thoſe who protels rhe belict of ſuch things, do 
with the — heat decry all other wayes as uncertain, and obtrude 
theſe principles upon the workl, as the only fure /ourd.1tivs tor the belicf 
of them. Tr was anciently a great queſtion among the Phi fophors, whe- 
ther there were any certainty in the principles of knowledge ; or, ſuppo- 
fing certainty in things, whether there were any undoubted zcmew, or 7ul-s 
co obrain thus certainty of knowledge by : 1i then any one S$*cf of Ph 
phers ſhould Þave undertaken to prove the c7424ty that wis in x04. ace 
upon this account, becauſe whatever therr So or Party de lrocved was 14 


{allivly true ; they had not only ſhamefully beg'd the thing in diſpute, but 


made ut much more lyable to quettion than before. Pecauſe every error 
dilcovered in that Sd, would not only prove the tondnels and arrogance 
of their pretence of being [zfallible ; but would, to all ſuch as believed rhe 
certainty of things on the anthorzry of their $:d, be an argument to dil- 
prove all certainty of knowledge, when rlicy once diſcovered the exrors 
of thoſe whoſe authority they relyed upon. Jult ſuch 15 tlie caſe of rhe 


Church of Rome in this preſent Controverſie cond ernmeg the 1 /{o/ution of 
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Fa;th, The queſtion 1s, What the certain grounds of our aſſent are to the 


reports and ville of Chriſtian Religion ? The Romaniſts pretend, that there- 


can be no ground of 7rze and Divine Faith at all, but the Infallible teſti- 
mony of Their Church ; let then any rational man judge, whether this be 
not the moſt compendious way to overthrow the belief of Chriftianrty in 
the world ? For our afſent muſt be wholly ſuſpended upon that ſuppoſed 
Iafillibility, which when once it falls (as it unavoidably doth upon the 
diſcovery of the laſt error in the doftrine of that Church) what becomes 


then of the belief of Chriſtianity which was built upon that, as its only. 


ſure to.ndation ? So that it is hardly-1maginable, there could be any de- 
ſign more really deſtructive to Chri/tianity, or that hath a greater tenden- 
cy to Atheiſm than the modern pretence of 1/:/:6:1:t3, and the Jeſuits way 
of reſolving Faith. 

Which was the reaſon why his Lordſhip was fo unwilling to engage in that 
Controverſie, How we know the Scriptures to be tne Word of God : not out of 
any diſtruſt he had of ſolving it upon Proteſtant Prixciples, as you vainly 
ſ\uggelt; nor out of any fears of being left himſelf in that Labyrinth, 
which atter all your endeavours you have loſt your ſelf and yorr carſe in ; 
as appears by your attempting this way, and that way to get out, and at 
laſt ſtanding in the very middle of that Cizcle you thought your ſelf out 
of. It his Lordſhip thought this »zore a greſtzon of curioſity than neceſſity, 
it was becaie out of his great Charity he ſuppoſed them to be Chriſt/ars 
he had to deal-with. But it Iis charity were therein deceived, you ſhall 
lee how able we are to make good the grounds of our Re/:270z againſt all 


Adverſarics, whether Papiſts or others. And 1o far is the anſwering of 


this queſtion from mine the weakneſs of onr Carſe appear, that T doubt nor 
but to make it evident that our caule {tands upon the ſame grounds which 


our common Chriſtianity doth ; and that we are Prote/tants by the fame 


reaſon that we are Chriſtians. And on the other ſide, that you are ſo 
far from g1VINg any rue grounds of Chriſtian Faith, that nothing will more 
advance the higheſt Scepticiſo: and Irretioion, than fuch Principles as you 
inſiſt on for rclolving Faith. The true reaſon then, why the Archbiſhop 
declared any unwillingnels to enter upon this diſpute, was not the leaſt 
apprehenſion how izſuperably hard the reſolution of this queſtion was, (as you 
pretend ) but becauſe of the great miſchief your Party had done 1n ſtart- 
ing ſuch queſtions you could not reſolve with any ſatisfaction to the 
common reafon of mankirid ; and that you run your felycs into ſuch a 
Circle in which you coxpure up more Sp7rirs than ever you are able to /ay, 
by giving thole advantages to Infidelity, which all your Sophitry can ne- 
ver an{wer on thoſe principles you go upon. That this was the true 
ground of his Lordihips ſeeming averſeneſs from this Controverſic, ap- 
pears by his plain words, where he tells you at tirlt, of the danrer of mens 
being diſputed into infidelity by the Circle between Scripture and Tradition, 
and by his expreſſing his ſenſe of the great harm you have doxe: by the ſtarting 
of that qi: /ſiom among Chriſtians, How we know the Scriptures to be the 
Word of Go. But although in this reſpect he might be ſaid 70 be drawn 
zato it, yet leſt you ſhould think his averſeneſs argued any conſciouſneſs 
of his own inability to an{wer it, you may ſee how cloſely he follows it ; 
with what care and accuracy he handles it, with what ſtrength of reaſon 
and evidence he hath diſcovered the weakneſs of your way, which he 
hath done with that ſucceſs, that he hath put you to miſerable ſhifts to 


avoid the force of his arguments, as will appear afterwards. Iam there-: 


tore. fully of his mind, tht it is a matter of ſuch conſequence it deſerves to be 
fifted, were it for no other end, but to lay open the juglings and impoſtures 
of your way of relolving Faith, 

Which 
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Which we now come more cloſely to the diſcovery of ; tor, as vou tell 
us, 1 he Bijhop propounding diverſe wayes of reſolving the Queſtion, firft falls 
to the attaquiza wour way , who prove it by 1radition and authority of the 
Chirch. And his firſt onſet is ſo ſucceſsful that 1t makes you vilihly re. 
cope, and withdraw your felt intoſo untenable a Shelter as expoſcth you 
to all the attempts which any adverſary would defire to make upon you. 
For, whereas you are charged by his Lordſhip with running into the moſt 
abſurd kind of argumentation , viz. by proving the Scriptures nf all:ble by 
7 radition, and that Tradition infallible by Scripture ; you think to eſcape 
that Circle by telling us, That you prove mot the Churches Tnfallitlity by the 
Scripture , but by the motives of credibility belonging to the Church. This 
then being. your main principle which your following diſcourſe is built 
upon, and in your judgement the ozly probable way to avoid the Circle, that 
you may not think I am afraid of encountering you in your greateſt 
ſtrength, I dare put the iſſue of the cauſe upon this Promiſe that (beſides 
the weak proofs you bring for the thing 1t ſelf, which ſhall after be con- 


ſidered) if this way of yours be not chargeable with all the abſutdities- 


ſuch an attempt is capable of, I will be content to acknowledge what you 
ſay to betrue, which is, That your way of reſolving Faith hath no difficulty 
at all, and that ours is inſuperably hard, which I think are as hard terms as 
can be impoled upon me. Now there are two 7 Abſurdities, which 
any vindication of an Opinion is ſubject to ; firlt, IF zr be manifeftly nx- 
reaſonable, and, 2. If ſuppoſing it true, it doth not effect what it was intended for : 
now theſe zwo I undertake to make good ”=_ this way of your reſolving 


Faith, that it is guilty of the higheſt unreaſonableneſs; and that, ſuppoſing 


it true, you arena c/rc/e as much as before. 

1. Firſt, Tbegin withthe »»rey/onableneſf of it, which is ſo great, that I 
know not, whether I may abſtain from calling it r:d:culos ; bur, that 1 
may not ſeem to follow you, in aſſerting confidently, and proving weakly, 
it will be neceſſary throughly to examine the grounds on which your 
opinion ſtands, and then raiſe our batteries againſt it. Three grand prin- 


ciptes your diſcourſe relies upon, which are your poſtulats in order to the: 


reſolving Faith. 

I. That it is neceſſary to the believing the Scriptures ro be the Word of 
God with a Divine Faith, that it be built on the infallible teſtimony: of the 
Church. | 

2. That your Church is that Catholick Church whoſe teſtimony is Infal- 
lible. 

3. That this Izfallibilizy 15 to be known and afſented to upon the »20- 
tives of credibility. Theſe three, I ſuppoſe, if your confuſed diſcourſe 
were reduced to method, would be freely acknowledged by your elf 
to be the Princip'es on which your reſolution of Faith depends. And al- 


though Iam ſufficiently aſſured of the falſeneſs of your two firſt Prixciples 


(as will appear in the ſequel of this diſcourſe) yet that which I have now 
particularly undertaken, 1s, the nreaſonableneſs of reſolvins Faith upon 
theſe Principles taken together, viz. That the Infallble Teſtimony of your 
Church, is the only Foundation for Divine Faith; and that this Infallibility 
can be known only by the Motives of Credibility, If then in this way of re- 
ſolving Faith, you require Aſſext beyond all proportion of evidence, if you run 


. into the ſame Abſurdities you would ſeem to avoid, if you leave men more un- 


certain in their Religion than you found them ; you cannot certainly excuſe 
this way from azreaſonableneff. And each of theſe I undertake to make good 
againſt this way of yours, whereby you would aſſure men of the Truth 
and Dzvinity of the Scriptures. | 
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1. An Aſſent is hereby required beyond all proportion or degree of evidence; 
for you require. an [zfallible Aſſear, only upon Probable grounds ; which 1s 
as much as requiring Intallibility in the concluſion, where the premiſes are 
only probable. Now that you require an Aﬀent Ifalli/e to the nature 
of Faith, appears by the whole jer:es of your Diſcourſe : for, to this ve- 
ry end you require 1zfal4:1ity in the 7 eſtimony of your Charch,becauſe other- 
wiſe, you lay Onr Farth world be uncertain ; it 15plainthen, vou require an 
lfallible Afſent in Faith ; and, it is as plain, that this Aſſex?, ACCOIGLIE £0 
you, can be built only upon probable grounds, for you acknowledge the m9::v:s 
of Crea:bil;ty,cto be no more than ſuch ; yet thole areal! the grounds you give 
why the Ch»7ch ſhould be believed Infallible. ' If you ſay, hat which makes 
the Alſeat Inj allible, is, that Infallibility which is in the Churches Teſtimony ;1 
reply, That this1s a moſt unreaſonable thing, to goabout to eltabliſhan 1-- 


fallible Afſext, meerly becauſe the Teffimony 1s ſuppoſed to be init ſelf [nfal- 


lible ; For, Aſſet 18 not according to the Objettive Certtude of things, bur 
the evidence of them to our Underſtandings. For 1s 1t poſſible to aſſent 
to the truth ofa Demonſtration in a demonſtrative manner, becauſe any 
Math:ma';cran tells one, The thing 1s demonſtrable ? for inrhar caſe the 
Afſſent 15 not according to the Evidexce of the thing, but according to the 0- 
pinion {i:cha perſon hath of him, who tells him, It is demonſtrable. Nay, 
{uppoſing that perſon zfalble in laying lo, yet if the other hath no means 
to be 72fall:bly aſſured, that he is fo,ſucha ones Aſſent 15 as doubtful, as if he 
were not infallible : Therefore, ſuppoſing the /*+///»-02y of your Charchto 
be really iniallible, yer ſince the means of believing it are but probable and 


prudent:al,the Afſent cannot be according tothe ature ofthe Tef#:10ay, con- 


ſidered in it ſelt,but according to the reaſozs which induce me to believe ſuch 
a Teſtimony intallible. And 1n all ſuch caſes, where Ibelieve one thing for 
the ſake of another, my Aﬀſſex? to the Objef# believed, is according to my 
Afent to the Medinm on which TI believe it ; for by the means of thar, the 
other is conveyed toour minds. As our fight is not according to the light 
in the body of the S»z, but that which preſſeth upon our Organs of ſenſe : 
So that, ſuppoſing your Churches Teftimeny to be init felt 7f21/:ble, ifone 


may be deceived in judging whether your Church be infallible or no, one 


may be deceived in ſuch things which he believes upon that ſuppoſed Iz- 


fallib:l:ty. It being an impoſſibility , that the 4ſſezxt to the matters of 


Fith, ſhould riſe igher, or ſtand firmer, than the Aſſent to the 7 e/t1»02y 
is, upon which thoſe things are believed. Now, that one may be de- 
ceived according to your own principles, 1n judging whether the Chrrch 
be Infallible, appears by this, That you have no other means to prove 
the Tnfz!l1b:lity of your Chr:h, but only probable and predextial Motives. 
For, I deſire to know, whether an [72/5 Aſſert to the Infallibility oi 
your Church, can be grounded on thoſe Motizes of Credrbility ? If you at- 
frm it, then there can be no imaginable necefity, to make the Teff/mopy 
of your Church Infallible, in order to Divine F:ith ; for you will not,” I 
hone, deny, but that thereare ar leaſt equal Morives of Credibility, to 
prove the Divine Authority of the Scriptures, as the Tafall;b;1;ty of your 
Church ; and it ſo, why may not an Infz!:ble {ſez be given to the Scri- 
ptures upon thoſe Motives of Credibility, as well as to your Chrrches Tnfal- 
lbility ? Tf you deny the Afent built upon the Mot:wes of Cred:bality to 
be [fallible ; how cag you make the Aſſent to your Churches Teſtimony 
to be 7zfallible, when that Infallibiliry 1s attempted to be proved only by 
the Motives of Credibility ? And therefore it neceſſarily follows , That 
notwithſtanding your bearing it fo high under the pretence of Intallibility, 
you leave mens minds much more wavering intheir Afent than betore ; 
1 that, as ſhall afterwards appear, theſe very Morires of Credibility do not 
| P | At 
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at all prove the I»falibility of your Church, which undoubtedly prove the 
Trrth and Certarnty of Chriſtian Religion. Thus, while by. rhis device, you 
ſeck to avoid the C:rcle, you deſtroy the Foundation of your Diſcourle, 
That there muſt be an Infallible Aſſent to the truth of that Propoſition, 1 hat the 
Scriptures are the Word of God ( which you call D:vize Faith ) wich, how 
can it be 'Izfall;ble, when that Infallibility, at the higheſt, by your own 
confeſſion, is but evideztly credible, and ſo, I ſuppoſe rhe Authority of the 
Scriptures 1s, without your Churches Infallibiltty. 

And thus you ruz 1ato the ſame Abſurdities which you would ſri to avoid, 
which is the ſecond thing, to manifeſt the unreaſonableneſs of this way ; for 
whatever Alſardity you charge us with, tor believing the Do#7rize of Chriſt 
upon the Morrves of Crcaibility, unavoidably falls upon your {clves tor beliey- 
ing the Chyrch:s Infallbility on the ſame grounds : for if we leave the Foun. 
dation of Faith rmcertain, you do lo too; if we build a Divine Faith upon 

he Motrves of Credibility, ſo do you;if we make every ones reaſon the Tudge in 
the choice of his Religion , fo muſt you be forced to do, it you underſtand the 
conſequence of your own principles. 

1. It is irapoſſible for you to give a better account of Faith by the Infallibility 
of your Church, than we can do without it ; For, 1t Divine Faith cannot be built 
upon the Motives proving the Do#riz: of Chriſt, «what ſenſe or reaſon is 
there, that it ſhould be built on thoſe Morzwes which prove your Churches 
Infallib:l:ty ? So that, if we leave the Foundation of Faith uncertaia, you much 
more ; and thatT prove by a Rule of much Authority with you, by which 
you ule to pervert the weak judgements of ſuch, who in your caſe do not 
dilcern the Sophiſtry of it : Which is when you come to deal with perſons, 
whom. you hope to Proſelyte, you urge tiem wirh this great Prixceplc, That 
Prudence is tobe our Guide 1n the choice of our Religion, and that Prudence di- 
rets us to chuſe the ſafeſt way, and that it is much ſafer to make choice of that way, 
which both ſides agree Salvation is to be obtained in, than of that which the other 


fide utterly denes men can be ſaved in.How far this Rule will hold in the choice 


of Religion,will be examined afterwards : but if we take your word, that it 
15a ſure Rule; I know nothing will be more certainly advantagious to us, 
in our preſent caſc. For both ſides, I hope, are agreed, thar there are /uf- 
ficient Motives of Credibility, as to the beliet of the Scriptures ; but we utterly 
deny that there are any ſuch Motzzves as to the Infallibilrty of your Church ; 1t 
then certainly follows, That our way is the more eligible and certain, and 
that we lay a ſurer Fozndation for Faith, than you do upon your principles 

for reſolving Faith. | 
2. Either you mult deny ay ſuch thiaz as that you call Divine Faith ; or 
you mult aſſert, that,it may have no other Foundatioz than the Xorives of 
Creaibility, which yerk that, you would ſcem moſt to avoid by introdu- 
cing the Izfallibility of' your Church, that the Foundatica of Faith may not be 
1acertaiz, Whereas, ſuppoſing what you defire, you mult of neceſſity do 
what you would ſeem moſt fearful of, which is making a D:vine Farth ro 
reſt upon prudential Motives, Which T thus prove: Ir 1s an undoubred 
Axiom among the great men of your ſide, That whatever 7s a Foundation 
for a Divine tuith, muſt it ſelf be believed with a firm, certain, and infallible 
Aſſent : Now, according to your principles, the Infall.bility of the Church 
15 the Toundation for Divine Faith ; and therefore that muſt be believed 
with an Afſ-2t 7zf 441, Tt is apparent then, an Aſſeat Infallible is requi- 
red, which 1s that which in other terms you call D:v/ze Faith ; now = 
you make it your buſineſs to prove the Churches Tf llibility upon your 
prudentral Motives, Tiuppo'e your deſign is by thoſe proofs, to induce men 
to believeir; and if men then do believe it upon thoſe Motizes, do yo 
not found an Aſſet Infallb!., ora Divine Faith, upon the DMotrves of Creai- 
bility? 
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bility? Andby the ſame reafon that you urge againſt us the neceffity of 


beiteving he Scriptieres 10 be the word of God by Divine Faith ; becaule it is 
the ground why we believe the things contatned in the Scripture, we preſs on 
your ſide rhe neceſſity of believing the [»fall;bility.of the Church by a Faith e- 
qually Divine, becaule that is to you the only ſufficient Foundation of be- 
lieving the Scriptures, or any thing contained in them. 

3. You make by this way of reſglving Faith, every 22az5 reaſon the only 
Tuage in the choice of his Religion: which you are pleaſed to charge on us as 
a great Abſzrdity: yet, you who have delerved 1o very i! of Reaſoz, are 
fain to call in her beſt aſſiſtance ina caſe of the greateſt moment, viz. On 
what ground we muſt belteve the Scriptures tobe the word of' God. You ay, Be- 
cauſe the Church is infallible, which delivers 1h:m to us ; but how ſhould we 
come to know that ſhe is infallible ? you tell us, By the Morives of Credibi- 
/itr;very good : But mult not every ones reaſon judge wherher theſe Morives 
be cred:ble or no ? and whether they belong peculiarly to your Church, ſoas 
to prove the [nf24ib//ity of 1t, as 1t 15 diltinct trom all other ſocieties of Chri- 
{{;2a5in the world ? You tell us indeed, That thele Moriwves make it coident- 


{y credible; but mult we beheve 1t to be ſo, bcanſc you ſayſo? If lo; then 


the ground of b</zev1zg 1s not the Credibility of the Motives, but of your 
{«/1mony, and theretore you ought to make it evidently true, that whatever 
you ſpeak is undoubtedly true, which whoſoever reads your Book, will 
hardly be perſwaded to.So that of neceſſity every mars _ mult be Jadpe, 
whether your Churchbe iufallible or no; and thus at laſt you give Reaſon 
the Urprrage in the choice of Religion. And what is there more than this 
that we contend for ? It there be then any danger of Scepticiſpr, a private ſpr- 
7it, or what other inconveniencies you object againſt our way of judging 
the truth of Religion by the Uſe of Reaſon,it will fll much more heavily up- 
on your ſelves, 1n this way of believing the 1zfallibility of the Church on the 
Motives of Credibility, . Therefore I atſure you, it were much more conſo- 
nant to the principles of your party,to tell men,7 he Izfallibility of your Church 
on2ht to be taken for granted, and that mea are damned for not believing it,thwmegh 
ac reaſon be given for it, but oaly becauſe you ſay it ( which 1s as much as to ſay, 
the 1caſon of the Point is, It muſt needs be {o) than thus to expole it tothe 
{corn and contempt of the world, by ottering to-prove it by your Motives 
of Credibility. For unawares you thereby give away the main of your 
Caulc ; for by the very otter of proving it, you make him whom you of- 
fer to prove 1t to, judoe whether theſe proofs be ſufficient or 20? and it he 
be capable to judge of his Guide, certainly he may be of his M/sy too, con- 
ſidering that he hath, according to us, an I»fa/!ible Rale to judge of his 
Way ; whereas, according to you, he hath but Prudential Aotives mn the 


choice of his Guide. Thus, by this Opinion of yours, you have gained _ 


thus much , Thar there is nothing ſo:2b/zrd, which you charge upon us, 
bur it falls unavoidably upon your own head. 

By this way of reſc vin Faith,you Undermine tt; and leave a {ure Foundation 
for nothing but Sceftici/9 ; which js the laſt thing to ſhew the great xpres- 


fonableneſs of this way of yours,that when you are making us believe YOu are 


taking the greiteſt care to make our Re/70707 ſure,you cancel our beltewidences, 
and produce nothing but crackt avd broken titles, which will not ſtand any 
fairtryal at the bar of Reaſoz. And that you make the Foundations of Re- 
lIigion uncertain, I offer to prove by the re.z/on of th: thing ; for,if you require 
that as necellary for Faith, which was never betieved tobe ſo, when the Do- 
ctrine of Yaith was revealed ; if upon the pretence of [/a/{:b:{:ty you afſert 
ſuch things, which deltroy all the r.2-02.:) evidence of Chriſtian Religion , 
and if at laſt you are far from giving the leaſt ſarisfactory account concerning 
this defilibil:ty of your Charch;then certoinly we may jultly charge you with 
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unſetling the Foundations of Religion, ſtead of giving us a certain reſolution 
of Faith. ; | 
1. Ton make that neceſſary to Faith ; which was not looked on as ſuch, when 
the Doitrine of the Goſpel was revealed ; and what other deſign can ſuch a 
pretence ſcem<4o have, than to expoſe to contempt that Re/igzoz which was 
not received by a true Divize Faith, becauſe it wanted that, which isnow 
thought to be the only ſure Foundation of Faith, viz. the Infallibility of the 
Church of Rome?W hat then will become of the Fa:th of all thoſe who receiv- 
ed Divine Revelations, without the infallible Teſtimony of '1ny Church at all ? 
With what Faith did the Diſciples of Chriſt at the time of his ſuftering, be- 
lieve the Divine Authority of the Old Teſtament ? was it a true Divine Faith 
or not ? If it was, whereon was it built ? not certainly on the 1rfallible Te- 
ſtimony of the Jewiſh Church, which at that time conſented to the death of the 
Meſſias; condemning him as a malefactor and deceiver : Or did they believe it 
becauſe of that great Rational Evidence they had to convince them, that 
thoſe Prophecies came from God? If ſo, why may not we believe the Divi- 
zity of all the Scriptures on the ſame grounds, and witha Divine Faith too? 
With what Fazth did thole believe in the Mezas, who were not perſonally 
preſent at the Mrracles which our S2v/0z7 wrought, but had them convey- 
ed to them by ſuch reports as the woman of Samaria was to the Samaritans ? 
Or were all ſuch perſons excuſed from believing, meerly becauſe they were 
not SpecFators? But by the ſame reaſon all thoſe would be excuſed, who ne- 
ver ſaw our Saviour”s miracles, or heard his Doctrine, or his 4poſtles : But 
if ſuch perſons then were bound to believe, I ask On what Teſtimony was 
their F:ith founded ? Was the womar of Samaria infallible, in reporting the 
diſcourſe between Chri/# and her? Wereall the perſons 7zfa/lible, who 
gavean account to others of what Chri/#did ? yet,I luppoſe, had it been your 
own caſe, you would have thought your ſelf bound to have believed Chriſt 
to have been the Mefas,it you had lived at that time, and a certain account 
had been given youof our S2viour's Doftrize and Miracles by men faithful 
and honeſt, though you had no reaſon to have believed them i-/all;bte : T 
ray, Sir, anſwer me, would you have thought your ſelfbound to have be- 
de or no? If you athirm it (as I will ſuppoſe you ſo much a Chriſtian 
astoſayſo) I pray then tell me, whether perſons in thoſe circumſtances 
might not have a 7 rue and Divine Faith, where there was no 7zfallible Teſtt- 
22029, but only Rational Evidexce to build it ſelf upon? And if thole perſons 
might have a Dzvie faith upon ſuch evidence as that was,may not we much 
more,who have evidence of the ſame atrre indeed, but much more extenſive, 
univerſal, and convincing than that was? And how then can you ſtill aſſert 
an zzfallible Teſtimony of the conveyers of Divine Revelation, tobe neceila- 
ry to a Divine Faith? Nay further yet, How very few were there in com- 
pariſon, in the firlt Aves of the Chriſtzan Church, who received the Do- 


.ctrine of the Goſpel from the mouths of perſons infallible? And of thoſe 


who did fo, what certain evidence have men, That all thoſe perſons did 
receive the Doctrine upon the account of the 1-f//ibility of the pro- 
pounders, and not rather upon the Rational Evidence of the Truth of the 
Do#rize delivered ; and whether the belief of their [»fall;bility was ab- 
lolutely neceſſary to Faith, when the report of the Evidexces of the {ruth 
of the Do-irine might raiſe inthem an obligation to believe, luppoſing 
them nor zzfa/lzble 1n that delivery of it ; but that they looked on them as 
honeſt men, who faithfully related, ht they had ſeen and heard. And 
this ſeems the more probable, in that the 4po/les themſelves, in their un- 
doubtedly divine writings, do fooften appeal to their own /ufficrency and 
zntegrity, without pleading ſo much their 12fa/lrbiliry. S. John ſaith, That 
which we have ſeen and heard, and handled, declare we unto you. S. Peter 
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appeals to his being an Evye-witneſs, to make it appear he delivered 29 crp- © Pet. :. 1s 
analy deviſed fables. S. Luke makes thisia ground, That the thinvs wero ti. x. 1, 
ſurely believed, becauſe delivered from them who were Eye-witmeſſes and Min: 
fters of the Word. It they inſiſted ſo much upon this Ration! Evidence, 
and ſo ſparingly on their own T1zfallibility; certainly they thought the one 
afforded a good foundation for Faith, though the other, after believing it, 
might highly advance it. And thereforceT ſuggeſt not theſe things, in the 
leaſt, to queſtion the I»fallib;lity of the Apoſtles, but to let us ſee, that even 
at that time, when there was a certaznly infallible Teſtimony, yet that is 
not urged as the only Foundation for Faith, but Rational Evidence produ- 
ced even by thoſe perſons who were thus infallible. If we deſcend lower 
- in the Chriftian Church, or walk abroad to view the ſeveral Plaztations of 
the Churches at that time, Where do we read or meet with the leaſt inti- 
mation of an izfallible Teſtimony of the Catholick Church, ſo calPd from its 
Communion With that of Rome ? What infallible Teſtimony of that Chrzct 
had the poor Britaizs to believe on? or thoſe Barbarians mentioned in Ir:- + 
»eus, Who yet believed without a written word? What mention do we 
meet with, in all the ancient Apologetichs of Chriſtians, wherein they give 
{olargean account of the grounds of Chr:ſt;az Faith, of the modern method 
tor reſolving Faith ? Nay, what one ancient Father or Council give the leaſt 
countenance to this pretended I»fallibi/ity, much leſs make it the only ſure 
Foundation of Faith, as you do ? Nay, how very tew are there among your 
ſelves who believe it, and yet think themſelves never the worle Chriſtians 
forit ? If then your Do&r:ize be true, what becomes of the Fa:th of all theſe 
perſons mentioned ? Upon your principles their Faith could not be a rue 
and Divine Faith ; that is, Let them all think they believed the Doitrine of 
Chriſt never ſo heartily, and obeyed it never ſo conſcientiouſly; yet becauſe they 
did not believe it on the Infallibility of your Church, their Faith was bat a kind 
of gilded and ſplendid Infidelity, and none of them Chriſtians, becauſe not Te- 
ſuits. And doth not this principle then fairly advance Chri/t;anity in the 
world, when the belief of it comes to be ſetled on Foundations never heard 
of in the beſt and pureſt times of it ; nay, ſuch Foundations, as for want of 
their believing them, their Faith wanſt be all in vain, and Chriſt died ia vain 
for them ? 

2. You aſſert ſuch things upon the pretence of Intallibility, wh:ch deftroy &, 7. 
all the rational evidence of Chriſtian Religion : And what greater diſ-lervice * 
could you pothibly do to it, than by taking away all the proper grounds of 
certainty of it ? And, inſtead of building it ſ#per hanc Petram, upon the Rock | 
of Infallibility, you doit only upona Qick-ſand, which ſwallows up the Ed:- 
fice, and ſucks in the Fonndations of it. You would have men to believe 
the Infallibiliry of your Chrch, that their Faith might ſtand upon ſure 
grounds ; and yet, it men believe this Infullibility of your Church, you re- 
quire ſuch things to be believed uponit, which deſtroy all kind of certarnty 
in Religion. And that 1 prove by ſome of thole principles which are recei- 
ved among you upon the account of the Churches Infallibility. 

1. That the judsement of Senſt is wot tobe relyed on, in matters of Faith : 
This is the great Principle upon which the Doftrine of T ranſub/tantiation 
ſtands in your Chvrch ; and this is all, the moſt conſiderative men among 
you have to fay, when all thoſe Conrradittions are offered to them, which 
rhat DoCtrine 15 lo biz of, both to the judgement of ſenſe and reaſon, viz. 
1 hat thonoh it ſeem ſo contradictory ; yet becauſe the Church, which is infallible, 
delivers it, they are bound aot to queſtion it. If this Principle then be true, 
That the judgement of ſenſe is not to be relyed on, in matters which ſenſe 
is capable of judging of; it will be impoſlible for any one to give any fartil- 
tactory account of rhe grand Fonrdations of Chriſticn Faith. For if we 
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carefully examine the grownds of Certaraty 17 C brijtian Rligica, wetind 
the great appeal made to the judgement of Senſe, 1 hit mhich n«© have f-un, 
and heard, and handled. ) If then the judgement of Sex/c mult not be raken 
in a proper object, at due diſtance, and in ſuch a thing wherein 4 7.E2 
Senſes are equally Judges ; I pray, tell me what aflurance the Apoſtles 
could have, or any from them, of any mzracles which Chriſt wrought, of 
any Dol rize which he preached ; eſpecially becauſe in his z::racles there 
was ſomething above nature, in which caſe men are more apt to ſuſpect 
Impoſtures, than in things which are the continual Objects of Sexſe, as in 
the caſe of Tranſubſtzntiation ? Wherein, if menare not bound to rely on 
the judgement of Senſc, you muſt ſay, that Our Faculties are [o made, that 
they may be impoſed upon, in the proper 0jects of them ; and it fo, fare- 


xel all Cerrarnty, not only in Religion, but inall things elſe in the world. 


For what aſſurance can I have of the knowledge of any thing, 1t I find that 
my Faculties not only may be, but Iam bound to believe that they adtually 
are, deceived in a thing that is as proper an Object of Sexſe, as any an the 
world. And ifa thing, which the judgement of all mankind (thoſe ex- 
cepted who have given away their ſenſe and reaſon in this preſent caſe) dorh 
unanimouſly concur in, may be falſe ; What evidence can we have, when 
any thing 1s true ? For, if a thing ſo plain and evident to our Szz/es may 
be falſe, viz. That what I and all other men ſee, is bread, what ground 
of certainty can we have, but that which my Sexſes, and all other mens 
judge to be falſe, may be zrue ? For by this means you take away the xemieu 
both of Sexſe and Reaſon in things, and conſequently, all things are equally 
true and falſe to us ; and thence it follows, That Truthand Falſhood are but 
Faxcies, that our Faculties have no means to difference the one from the 
other, that in things we all agree in, as proper objects of Sexſc, we not only 
may be, but are deceived ; and then farewel Sexſe, Reaſon and Reli2ion toge- 
ther. For, I pray, Tell me what Aſſurance could the Apoſtles have of the Reſur- 
reftion of Chriſt's Individual Body from the giave, but the Judoement of 
Senſe ? What ways did he uſe to convince them, that he was not a Speczre 
or Appari/ion, but by an appeal to their Secs? by what means did he re- 
claim Thomas from his Intidelity, but by bidding him make uſe of his 
Senſes 5 It Thomas had believed 7 ranſubſtantiation, he would calily have 
anſwered our S2v/ours Argument, and told him, If there were not a pre- 
auctive, yet there might be an Adduftive 1 ra ſmmtation of lome other per- 
fon into kim : And the Diſciples might all have ſaid, It was re, there 
were 7 accidents of Chriſt”s Body, the external ſhape and fioure of it ; bur, 
tor all they could diſcern, there might be ſome [viſible Sp:rit unter thoſe 
external accidents of ſhape : and theretore they mult deſire to be excuſed from 
believing it zo be bis Body ; tor, Hoc eſt corps menm, had told them already; 
{ hat the external accidents micht remain, where the ſubſtance was chanoed. 
Now therefore, when the Aſſurance of Chriftian Reliown came from the 
j1dgement of the Senſes of thoſe who were Eye-witzeſſes of the Mrractes and 
the Reſurreftion of Chriſt ; 1t the Senſes of men may be ſo groſly deceived in 
the proper Objects of them in the caſe of Tranſub/tartiation, what afſirance 
could they themſelves have, who were Eye-wtaeſſes of them ? and how 
much leſs alſurance can we have, who have all our Evidexce from the cer- 
tainty of their report ? So that it appears upon the whole, that, take away 
the certainty of the judgervezt of Sexſe, you deſtroy all Certainty in Relioion ; 
tor, Tradition only conveys to us now, what was originally grounded up- 
on the j-dyement of Sexſe, and delivers tous in an undoubted manner, that 
which the Apoſt/rs ſow and beard. And do not you then give a very good ac- 
count of Religion by the Infallibity of your Church ; when, if I hbelicve your 
Chnrchto be infallible, I muſt by vertue of that Infallibility, believe ſome- 
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II 
thing to be 77, which if it be #re, there can be rio certzinty at all of the 
[ruth of Chriſtian Religion, | 
2. Another principle 15, That we caz have a0.certainty of any of the grounds Q.8 


of Faith, but from the Infall%ility of your preſent Church. W hereby you do 
theſe two things. 1. Deſtroy the ob/igation to Faith which arileth from 
the raf/onal evidence of Chriſtian Religzon. 2. Put the whole /#ref of the 
truth of Chriſtianity upon the proofs of your Churches Infallibility , by which 
things any one may cafily fee what tendency your dodtrine of reſolving 
Faith hath, and how much it defigns the overthrow of Chri/t;anitj, 1. You 
deſtroy the 0b1;72t10n to Faith from the rational evideace of Chriſtian Religio.., 
by telling men, as you do expreſlly in the very Title of your zext Chapter, 
That thire can be no unqueſtionable aſſurance of Apoſtolical Tradition, but for 
the infall:ble authority of the preſent Church. It fo, then men cannot have 
any unqueſtionable aſſurance that there was fucha Pero as Chriſt in the 
world, that he wrought ſuch great iracles for confirmation of his Do- 
Erine, that he djed azd roſe again; it ſeems we can have no afſurance of 
theſe things 1t the preſet Church be nor Intallible. And if we can have no al- 
{urance of them, what ob{j2atioz can lye upon us to believe thei ? tor, af- 
ſarance of the matters of fac# which are the foundations of Fa:th, is neceſſa- 
ry inorder to the obligation to believe; I mean ſuch an aiTurancc as matters 
of faCt are capable of; for no higher can be required than the nature of things 
will bear. And what a ſtrange aſſertion then 1s this, that zatrers of fact 
cannot be conveyed to us in an unqueſtionable manner, unleſs the preſent 
Chrch {tamp her Infallibility upon them ? Cannot we have an unqueltio- 
nable aſſurance that there were ſuch perſons as C.e/ar and Powpey, and that 
they did ſuch and ſuch things without ſome infallible teſtimony ? If we 
may in ſuch things, why not in other matters of fac# which infinitely 
more concern rhe world to know than whatever Ceſar or Pompey did'? But 
this will be more at large examined afterwards ; I only now take notice of 
the conſequence ot this principle, and how fairly ic deſtroys all rationa! 
evidence of the truth of our Religion ; which whoſoever takes away will 
be by force of reaſon, a Sceptick 1n the firſt place, and an 1zfiacl in the ſe- 
cond. Neither is the danger meerly in dcitroying the rational evidence of 
Religion ; but, 2. In putting the whole weight of Religion upon the proots 
of the preſent Churches infallibility, which whoſoever conſiders how lilly 
and weak they are, cannot ſufticiently wonder it the deſign of thoſe men, 
who put the moſt excellent Religion in the world, and which 1s built upon 
the higheſt and trueſt zeaſoz, toſuch a ſtrange kind of Ordea/ rry:l, that if 
ſhe paſs not through this St. M/iifreds needle, her innocency muſt be ſuf- 
pected, and her trurh condemned. So that whoſoever queſtions the truth 
of this kind of P»reatioz, will have a greater ſuſpicion of a juggle and /»-- 
poſture if ſhe be acquitted, than if ſhe had never ſubmitted to ſuch a tryal, 
And when we come to examine the proots brought for this [»Fall:b:11ry, 
it will then further appear, what »zcertaizty in Religiox men are betrayed 
to, under this confident pretext of If ll;b;/ity, Thus we fee what Scept/- 
ciſm in Religion the principles owned upon the account of Intallibility, do 
bring men to. 

}. When you have brought mento this, that the only ſure ground of 
Faith is the Lyfullvbility of your Chirch, you are not able to giverh2m any 
latisfaftory account at all concerning ir ; but plunge them inro greater z- 
certainties than ever they. were in before. For you can neither fatisfie them 
whatthat Church is which you ſuppoſe 72/4/47, whar in that Chrch 15 the 
proper /ubject of this Ia/2!l:bility, what 41 of I:f:114ity this 1s, nor how 
we ſhould £9 when the Church doth decide [7:/5/vand whennot ; and 
yet every one of thele queſtions 1s no le's than avtolately o— ” 
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reſolved, in order to the fatisfaQion of mens minds, as tothe foundation of 
their Faith. 

1. You cannot fatisfe men what that Church is which you ſuppoſe to be 
Tafallible. Certainly, it you had a deſign to give men a certain foundation 
for their Faith, you would not be {o ſþy of diſcovering what it 15 you un- 
derſtand by that Church which you would have Izfa/l:blc; it you had meant 
honeſtly, the firit thing you ſhould have done was to have prevented all mi- 
takes concerning the meaning of the Church, when you know what vari- 
ous Genifications it hath, not only in Scripture, but among your' /e/ves. 
Wherher you mean the Church eſjential, repreſentative, or vertual, tor SIS 
one of theſe upon occation you make uſe of: and it was never more necet- 
ſary to have explained them than in this place, and yet you with wonder- 
ful care and induſtry avoid any intimation of what you mean by that Church 
which you would prove Infallible. When you plead ſo earneſtly for the 
Churches Infallibility, 1 pray tell us what you me:n by the Church ; do you 
intend the truly Catholick and Univer ſal Charch which comprehends 1n it all 
ſuch as ownand profeſs the Dotrize of Chriſt, in which ſenſe it was well 
{aid by Abulenſis, Eccleſia univerſalis nunquam errat, quia uuuquanm tota errat, 
The univerſal Church never errs, becauſe the whole Church is never decetved. 


: Or, do you mean by your Catholick Church ſome particular part of it, to 


which you apply the name of Carholick not for Un:verſality of extent, but 
ſoundneſSof Dottrinz? then it will be neceſſary yet further, to ſhew what 
part of the Church that is, by what right and 7:tle that hath exzroſſed the 
name of Catholick, ſo as to exclude other Societies of Chriſtiazs from it ; 
and whether you mult not firſt prove the abſolute integrity and ſound- 
nefs of her Dottrine, before you can attribute this title to it. For other- 
wiſe you will find that marvellouſly true, which the ſame Toftatzs ſaith, Ec- 
cleſia Lgtinorum non eſt Eccleſia Univerſalis ſed quedam pars ejus:ideo etiamſi tot 
ipſa erraſſet, non errabat Eccleſia Univerſalis, quia manet Eccleſia Untverſalis in 
partibus iUlis que non errant, ſive lle ſint numero plures quam err antes, ſive non. 
So that if you prove the Intallibility of ghe Carholick Churci:, this proves 
nothing at all asto the Rox2az Church, which at moſt can be ſuppoſed to be 
but a part of it, and though that ſhould err, the Carholick Church might not 
err, becauſe that remains 1in thoſe parts which err 97, though they be 
inore or leſs in number than thoſe that err. This is the ſenſe of his words ; 
who ſeemed to have a much truer conception of the Univerſal Church , 
than thoſe now of.your Sect and Party. If then we may believe the Church 
ro be #/zfallible, and yet, in the mean time, condemn your Church for the 
grofſelt Errours : Will it not be found neceſſary for you, to tell us yet more. 
dilttintly, What you mean by the Church you would prove Infallible ? Bur, 
{uppoſing that only thole parts you eſteem Cathol:ick, make up the Catholict: 
Church, even among them the Queſtion will ſtill return, What you mean 
by this Catholick Chirch? Do you mean all the Tndrviaval Perſons in this 
number, taken cither di/{ributively or collefively ? or, No you mean, all 
1hoſe who are entruſted with the Government of theſe ? And then, W he- 
ther all Tzferiowr Paſtors, or only Biſhops? And if Biſhops, Whether all 
thele collectively, or elſe by way of Repreſentation in a Conncil? and ſill 
:emember to make 1t good, that what you pitch upon as the acception 
of the Church, be not an etteft of humane Policy , - as Athertrs Prohinus 
ſaid, 1H Conncils were zo more ; but that what you faſten the acception 
ot the Church-Catholick upon, you be ſure to make it out, that is the Ca- 
tnolick Churchto whom the Promiſes are made in Scripture: And, be lure to 
telus, How a Church comes to be infallible by Repreſcatatiou ? Whether 
as they, who make the Church repreſentative, deliver the ſenſe of the Church 
they r-preſezt ; orby an immediate Promiſe made to them upon their Con- 
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vention. If the former, Whether it will not be neceſſary, in order to the 
Infll:b;71ty of the Connerl, to know, that it ſpeaks the ſenſe of all thoſe Par- 


ricular Church's whom they repreſent : If the latter, you mult remember. 


ſuch p/xces as belong to them, as repreſenting the Church ; for otherwile 
any company of Chriſtiaas aſſembled together, will challenge an equal in- 
terelt in them ; and then you will find it a hard matter to prove one infal- 
/bl-, and not the other. Burt, if after all this, your M/;z4m1ſhould dwin- 
dle into a Nutcracker, and this harrangue concerning the Infallibility of the 
Catholick Church, ſhould at lait end in one particular Perſon ; which by a 
ſtrange Catachre(is, mult be call'd the Church, or elle, as Heir ar Law to her, 
doth t..ke poſſeſſion of all her priviledges. Then the 7e/?amext mult be pro- 


duced wherein he is named ſo, and thoſe clauſes eſpecially, wherein the . 


rights and priviledges of her are devolved over to him and his Heirs for ever. 


There being then fo much ambiguity and uncertainty in the very name of _ 


the Church-Catholick, which you would prove infallible, that ifnorhing elſe 
diſcovered your Ipoſture, yet this would ſufficiently, that you would un- 
dertake to reſolve Mens Faith by the Infallibility of the Ch:rch, and yet never 
ofter to ſhew what that Church 1s. 

2. Suppoſing you had ſh-wn what the Church 1s, yet you never tell us 
what the /»bject of Tufallibility is in that Church. For, when 1n this caſe 
you ſpeak of [f//tb:/zty, you muſt remember you are not to ſhew what 
that Charch 1s, which 1s not deceived injudging concerning things necel- 
ſary to Salvation, but what that Church is, which is infallible in her Dire#t- 
oz of others to Salvation : For, you ſpeak of ſuch an Infallibility as muſt be 
a Guide to others, and whole infallible judgement muſt be known to all ſuch 
who mult reſolve their Faith into her Teſtimony: You would have done then 
no more than was abſolutely neceſſary to have preciſely ſhewn us where 
this infallibility is lodged in your Church; whether in Pope or Conncil, or 
both together. Iſuppole it can be no news either to you, or to the Rea- 
der, what Coxtroverſtes there are among the greateſt of your ſide, whether 
the Pope or Conxcil be the greater, and to whom this [zfa/l:bi/;ty belongs ; 
neither are either ſide fully agreedin their own way, for ſome that are for 
the Inf/l:bility of a general Conncil, will make that zfallible without the 
Pope, others account that opinion, if not heruical, the next ſtep to it. 
Thoſe who are tor the Pope*s Infullibility, are not agreed neither when he 
{hall be ſaid to be 7zfallible : They who ſpeak Ozacles tell us, when he doth 
define ex Cathedr 1, but what that 1s, neither they nor we can well tell ; ſo ne 
fay it is, when he hatha Con2regation of choſen Cardinils about him, others 
make the whole Colledoe of Cardinals neceſſary, and therefore ſome in the 
late Definition concerning the Jaxſxi/ts were retrattory, becauſe it was de. 
fined only by a Congregation of choſen Cardinals, whichthey ſaid, was not 
defining ex Cath-dra: lome again make neither of theſe neceſſary, but ſup- 
poſe the Infallibility lodged in the Pope himſelf. And are we not ata fine 
paſs tor the certainty of our Faith, it 1t muſt rely upon the infallible Teſtt- 
mony of your Ch»rch; and yet you your ſelves not at all agreed to whom 
this Infallrble 'Teſt:5nomy doth belong? Think not that we will be put off 
with that ſilly evaſion, T hat theſe differences among von hinder not the certain- 
ty of Faith, becauſe it is not de fide ezther war, For 1. How ſhall we come 
to know among you what 1s d- fide, and what not, till you are agreed to 
whom this I-fa/libil:ty belongs ? And it it belongs toa gexeral Conner, then 
It 15 de fide ; for it was determined at the Covz5//of Biſi/, in behalf of rhe 
Conxcil, and therefore if one of the 0-1n1ons be truc, it mult be de fide ; for, 
[ſuppoſe you make that to be ſo, which is determine: by the infallible Te- 
ttimony of your Church, 2, How ſhall a manbeiteve, that any thing atall 
1Sde fide among you, if that on which your F::th is to rult, benot de fd? ? For, 
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fuppoſing a dittcrence to happen, wh.ch hath oiten done between the Poze 


and C97.1, and they decree Contrary things to each other, it it bz not 
je, to bclieve either the one or the other diſtinctly to be infallible, upoa 


what Teſtimony at ſucha time mult that which ſuppoſerh the infallible /:- 


[iron Of your Chirchrely ? 3. It it be ſaid not tobe de fidr, becaule not de- 
termined ; by the ſame reaſon your Churches Iafallibility cannot be d: fr, 
becauſe not detcrn ined neither : For, if the Determination of the Chr 
be neceſſary to make any thing de fide, 1t muſt by the ſame reaſon be necci- 
{ary to make your Churches Infallibility de fide; and, I luppole, you wil 
not readily inftance in any decree of the Carbolrck Church, where the Telti- 
mony of your Chrch is cetermined to be 7zfil/ible. And yet one would 
iwagine, that if there were {ucha neceſſity in order to Faith, of tle 14 
falltble 1 effizmo0zy of your Charch, there would be an equal neceſlity of 


'beleving this //4//b,1iry on the ſame Teſtimony : or if one may belicve 


one Articie eſpecially ſo important a one as that, wirhout any precedent 44.- 
fall:ble Teftzmmony, why not any other, nay, why not ali the ret * Thus 
you ſtill ſce, how zzcertamties grow upon us, when we ſcarch into your 
account of Faith. 

2. Youarenot certain neither, JJ hat k:za of Infall:bility this is ; Tor you 
oter to prove the Church izfallble, by the ſame way that Moſes, Chriſt, 
and his Apoſtles were proved infallible ; A very fair Otter, it you could make 
it good ; but then we were 1n hopes you would have proved tuch a {4 of 
Infallibilityas they had; you tell us, No: tor your Infallibility is Superaa- 
7:ral, bit zot Divine ; that it 1s preciſe Infallibility, bur not al ſlate; that it 
is not by iz2mediate Revelition, bat by imm:diate Alſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt : 
So:nething you would have, but you cannot teil what ; an T»fa/l1b:lity in the 
Conclaſio;z, without any inthe V/e of #22425 ;an Intallibility by /2meatrate At 
france of the Holy Ghoſt, yetbut ina ſort Divin2; an Infallibility yielding no- 
thing to Scripture 1n point of Swpernaturality and Certainty, yet no- 
thing ſo '2/all:ble as Scripture. Are nottheſe brave things to make wile men 
certain in their Religion with ! that they are to believe the Scrzprtures upon a 
Teitimony fallible, yet not infalltble ; divine, yer not divine ; and there- 
fore cert an, but not certain ; EFrult, but not #74. But of the ſillineſs of theſe 
Dittin<tions, afterwards. Bur, can you think to perſwade wile or rational 
men to believe their Religzox on ſuch terms as theſe are? Had they no 
other evidence than what you give them, would they not be ſhrewdly 
tempted to reject all Religion, as a meer Impoſtire, as no doubt your Do- 
ctrine of Tafall:b:lity is? A ſtrange kind of { a{iſmman, which ſecures your 
Poje troma poſſibility of erring, but (till hemuſt be under the c:riai d,- 
rection of his Stars ;, tor, it he be not i Cath-dr 7, this Teleſzz: doth him no 
good atall. It were heartily to be wiſhed, it he ſhould once happen to be 
1a Cathedra, he would infallibly determine what it was to be wn Cath: da 
tor ever after ; for it would eaſe mens minds of a great many trouble ſore 
ſcruples, which they cannot, without ſome infallible Determination, gt 
themſclves quit of. But {till we ave £9124 to believe yo Church Inf allibic : 


But, Ipray, whence comes this Iniullibility ? Comes it from Heat, or 
it of Mew ? From Heaven, no doubr, you ſay ; for it is by a promife of th. 
Holy Ghoſt. This were fometlung, if it were provea; but Ver YOU Main- 
rain this Jyf//bi1;ty in ſuch a manner, that note who read the Srr:ptur: » 
could ever think, it were promiſed there. For there they always read, 
1 hat the Spirit of Truth is a Spirit of Holi, and acver dwells in thoſe who 
are carnal or wicked men; but, you tell us, Thar let the lives of Popes be 
what they will; they have no prowiſe to ſecure them from being wicked, 
but the Spirr of God doth by mwcdiate Afſiſtzace lecure them from Dung 


/allible, Bur, IT pray, Which of thele two is not only more contrary to 


Seriptare, 


W WER INI PITET. I dn RY C2 bald 


Chap. V. of Reſolving Faith, 2 i15 
; - ; S 


*- . 


Scripture, but to Humane Nature, WWickeanefs or Fallibility ? This latter, fo 
conſequent upon the 1mpertection of our underſtandings, that, till we put 
of the one, we can hardly be freed from the other; but Mickedneff 1s that 
which the whole deſign of Chriftian Relieton is againſt, and adminiſters 
the higheſt 3/-r:21e5, and rhe greateſt {/i/taxce for the conquelt of; and 
can it rhen be thought ſuitable to ſuch a De&rize; that the Divine Spirit 
ſhould, like MM. home's Dove, be always ready tb 1hſper 1n the car of the 
molt proflizate per ſoz7, 1t 1t be but Jus fortune to ft 77 Cathedra ? Sucha kind 
of In? a!l:biityas this, Iafſure you, will never prevail with any ſuch perſons, 
who underitand Chriſtiaz Religion, to believe the Doctrizze of it upon ſuch 
PretEnCEs AS YOurs are. : : 
4. Suppoling, you could tell men intelligibly and ſuitably to the DoQtrine &F. x6: 
of Chr:jtianity, What k:nd of Tafallibility this rs; yer it you cannot fatisfie 
them, 1-3 your Church doth define infallibly, you leave them {till in the ſame 
Labyrinth, without any clue to direct them out of it. But, if we conſider 
what things are neceſſary to be beheved, betore we can believe any defini- 
tzon of your Church wfallible, how impoſſible it is to be 7»f311:bly aſſured of 
any ſuch dehinition of your Church, ſure you cannot blame us tor crying out 
of the Labyrinthyou have brought us into. 
1. How many things 1n Chr:/tiaz Relioion are to be believed, before we 
' can imagine any ſuch thing as an zfallible Teſtimony of your Church ? And 
it the [afall;b1ity of that be the round of Faith, on what account mult 
thole things be believed, which are antecedent to the belief of ſuch an 7#- 
fallible 1 ejtimony ? Now, that many things, and ſome of them far from be- 
ing clear, are to be believed antecedently to an izfallble Teſtimony, will ap- 
pear ; if we do but conſider what they commonly mean by that Church, 
which they ſuppole izfa/lible, and what mult be ſuppoſed, that this Ifalli- 
bilitybe the Rule of Faith. By the Church, they tell you, 'they mean the Ca- 
tholick Church : but le{t you ſhould think them too honeſt in ſaying fo, atnext 
word it is, the Roman-Catholick Church (uſt as if one ſhould ſay the Germax- 
Univerſal Emperour.) But left you ſhould think at leaſt they meant the Ro- 
man Charch of all Azes, and think you might have ſome reliet from the Pr;- 
mitive Roman Church, they will ſoon reAthe your miſtakes, by telling you, 
it is the prefint Roman-Chur:h they mean ; but if it bethe preſet Roman- 
Church, 1t may be you would be willing to hear the judgement of all the ho- 
weſt men in that Church, and that you hope many of the people and learned 
men (not in Orders) may ſpeak their minds freely. To prevent that, they 
tell you they mean only zhe repreſcntative Church. But (till the Biſhops, who 
make up this repreſentative Church, may in their ſeveral Syzods complain of 
abuſes, and rectihe miſcarriages ; therefore they underſtand not Biſhops by 
themſelves, Or particular Synods, but met together in Gexeral Conncils, Put 
yet, it the Conncauls were truly Oecumenical, there might be ſome hopes of 
redrels. Bur for that they are ſure ; for they allow none to be members of 
the Gezeral Corncils, whichare in Schiſm or Hereſie ; and their own Church 
15 tobe Judge, what Sch:/az and Herefte is ; and they are hugely to blame 
then, if they admit any bur thole of their own party, But yer, ſome Conn 
cils have ſtood upon their priviledges in oppoſition to the Pope, as thoſe of 
Conſtance and Baſil, Theretore, to make all ſure, no Council 15 lawful in it 
iclt, or its decrees bind the Chnrch, but ſuch as is cal/d and confirmed by the 
Pope: whois ſtrangely to blame then, if he ſuffers anv thing ro pals to his 
own prejudice : So that this Ifz//ibility of the Pope, is the /aft reſort 1n the 
reſolution of Faith ; forall the reſt, we ſec, arc uncertain. And what a 
vaſt meaſure of Fairh ( greater than that which our Saviour laid, woulde 
remove mountains ) 15 neceſſary to belrev? this Izfallrhility of the Pope? tor 
1n the fr(t place, unleſs he believes the particular Roman-Church to be on 
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Catholick Charch, he ſpoils all the Conjurine afterwards, with nor having 
Faith enough about him. Again, he muſt believe, that Chriſt hatn promi- 
{{d an Iefallible Aſſiſtance to the Paſtors of the Church as diſtinct from the Pec- 
ple; but this avails lictle ſtill, unleſs he believes thele Cre deztia/s muſt not Fe 
opened, bur in f#1/ Council ; and that Cornci! fuch a one as the Pope calls, 
and in which him/e/f preſides, either in Perſon, or by his Legares, and that 
the Decrees of the Council oblige not the Church, without the Pope's Cc 
frmation; and tothat end you mult believe, that S. Peter was made M- 
zarch of the Church by Chriſl; that this a7onarchy was to be derived to all his 
Sacceſſors in all places; but as to this (where-ever he was befides) he never 
had any Succe!ſorany where but at Rome: And thele Succeſiors of his at 
Roms, cannot for their /ives err, if they dobut fit 77 Catheara. Certainly he 
that hath F/:b to {allow all theſe things, is hugely to blame it he /{:c% at 


any thing ; and by that time a man's underſtanding is devauched ſufficiently 


by theſe Principles, I make no queſtion bur ſuch a one will believe Infa/lrb1- 
lity, Tranſubſtantiation, or any thing in the world. / But beſide thelc things, 
in order to the making the Charches Teſtimony the Rule of Faith to any one, 
there muſt another a/c of FPrinc:ples be taken, which have Opizzm enough 
inthem to lay aſleep all the remainders of reaſon : For he mult infallibly be- 
lieve the Church to be zfallible, though no izfallible Argument be brought 
tor the proof of it; That this Church doth judicially and authoriatively 
pronounce her Sentence in matters of Faith, though we know not what that 
Church 1s, which mult ſo pronounce; That he infallibly know that this par- 
ticular Seatexce was ſo pronounced, though he can have noother than Mora! 
Means of knowing it ; And laſtly, That the 1-falib;/:ty mult be'the firit rh1g 
believed, although all rheſe thines mult of neceſſity be believed before it. And 
if after this /ccod Purgation, he be not a true Sox of the Church of Rowe, 
he deſerves to be Anathematized as an obſtinate perſon , for having any 
thing of reaſoz in him. Therefore I wonder not that the Doctrine of 1»fal- 
libility leerns no ſtranÞe thing to you ; for a man muſt devour ſuch Gzazr- 
like Abſurditics, before he comes toit, that when he comes at it, he tinds it 
mothins, But till, one would think ita little ſtrange, that this Infall:b:lity 
{hould be the only Fondation of believing all things in Re7727on ; and yer /o 
2any things, and lome of them very ftraxee ones, mult of necethity be certainly 
beheved before ir. 

2, Suppoling a man not only believes all theſe things before it, but doth 
really believe your Church infallible, yet he 1s unncertara ſtill how he ſhould 
know Whez your Church defines infallibly. For ſo many things are required 
in reference to the Perſon definins , fo many for the definition it ſelf, that it 
will be nocaſie matter to remove thoſe difficulties which lyc in the way oi 
his Aſfent to inch a Definition. As tothe Perſon, if he be not a Chriſtien, 
it he be not a Brie/t, if not a Lawful Pope, all his Defizitions are far from be- 


wg /fallible ; yet none of all theſe can any one be aſſurcd of according to 


your Principles of the intention of the Prieſt being neceſſary 1a the adminiſtra- 
tion of Sacraments, in order to the effect of them. ( But the large train of 
Conſcquences following from hence, I forbear to urge you with, becauſe 
they have been ſo often urged by ab/er Pers.) But, What will you fy, 
when weare ſofar from aſſurance, as tothe Pope's being /e2ally choſen, that 
we have, 1t not great Evidence, yer very hieh Preſumptions of the contrary, 
what becomes then of your Pope's Infallibility ? Nay, from the 7/leoalits 
ot one, follows the z/t-2ality of all his Succeſſors, becauſe they were choſen 
by Crdizals, made by him ; who could be no law ful Cardianls, becauſe-he 
was no /eeal Pope, and conſequently not they who were made by them. 
The caſeis this; There is a Bull of Pope Julins the ſecond, againſt the Sr 
moniacal Election of any Pope, which the Cardinals, upon their firſt entrance 
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into the Conclave, {wear ſolemnly to obſerve. In which By/l it is expreſly 
ſaid, That :F any Pop: be S'moniacally choſen by any of the Cardinals, upon any 
gift or promiſe whatſoever, that ſuch an Elett109 ts iplo tatto nall ; and the Car- 
dinal!s may oppoſe one ſo choſen, as if guilty of manifeſt Hereſie; and that none 
0:12ht to recerwve or look on ſuch a one as Pope , neither can this Simoniacal Elefti- 
&32 be made 203d by inthron:ſation, courſe of time, ſubmiſſion of Cardinals, &C. 
And that thy ouoht all to avoid him as a Magician, Heathen, Publican, or the 
Fonud-r of Hereſiz: This 15 the ſubſtance of that By. Now it is notori- 
oufly known, that Sx the fifth, was S1moniacally choſen Pope. For, that 
he might be choſen, he did under his hand promiſe to Cardinal & Efte, who 
had a great intereſt in the Coxc/ave, that in the time of his Popedome, he 
would never create Jerome Matthew, the Cardinals great enemy, a Card:- 
al; upon which promiſe he was through his intereſt choſen Pope. Burt, 
when afterwards the Pope violated his Farth to him, by creating his enemy 
Cardinil ; & Eſte, being highly 4ncenſed againlt him for it, ſent the very 
wnitrument ſubſcribed by the Pope's own hand, to Philip the ſecond King of 
Spain, who inthe year 1589. ſent the Date of Suiſſe extraordinary Em- 
baſſadozr to Rom?, to intimate to Sx the fifth, his intention of calling a 
General Corncil, according to the Bull of Fulizes the ſecond, tor declaring this 
S10a'a:il El:tion, When this Melſage was delivered to the Pope, and he 
{aw the Inſtrument was diſcovered under his own hand, he fell into ſuch a 
perplexity, that he dycd ſoon atter, which {topt the progreſs of the b»ſiefs. 
By this it evidently appears, that Sx: himſelf was no lawful Pope, and 
therefore could create no Cardinals : and, becauſe the Cardinals created by 
him, had a voice in the Election of the ſubſequent Popes ; it follows, That 
thcre hath been no legal Pope ſince Six: the fifth. For, after the death of 
Srxtus, Cardindl Montalto his Nephew, with forty Votes entred the Conclave, 
and cho'e Urban the ſeventh, who lived but few days ; after him Gregory the 
fourteenth, who was Pope but ten months: after him [zocentivs the ninth, 
who continued but two months ; after him Clement the ezghth, who out-lived 
the Elettion r1:7t247 years. But not to enquire any turther into the irregu- 
lar Election, and the S:/m20ntacal bargains of Paul the fifth, after the death of 
Clement; this certainly may ſuthce to let men ſee, what becomes of their 
Futh, when they pin it uponthe Pope's fleeve : For, it we areto rely upon 
bis infallible Teſtimony, and he fofar from being zfa/7ble, that by their own 
Conſtitutions he was no Pope, nor to be looked on as other than a Magician, 
Heathen, and H-retick, 1s not our Faith then ſetled on a ſure Foundation ? 
For what afſurance can any one have, that amidſt all the enormities, and 
ſecret pr.iit:ces of the Conclave, any one 15 freely and legally choſen? bur, 
Where will his Fz/7þ ſtand, when it is notorious, thata Cardinal mull fa 
Dabo tb: cl1wes, and thar not without a Contratt too ? But, ſuppoſe all the 
alſurance that may be of the perſon who 1s to deliver this /»fal:b/e Teſtimony ; 
yet at the urmoſt, the moſt men inthe world can have no more than a Mo- 
ral Certaiziry of the Definition it ſelf. It we can imagine, that any one ſhould 


know that great myltery, when the Pope ſhould define ex Cathedra ; yet, 


can he have any greater evidence of fucha Definition, than we have- con- 
cernins the things revealed in Scripture ? I cannot think that you will ſup- 
pole any greater evidence of it, than it one /ces aud hears it; and, what do 
wedelire lefs in reference to the Do&rrme of Chriſt ? But how few in the world 
are there, who ſtand by, when the Pope defines ? May others be certain of 
ſuch a D-f,:t07 or no,ſoas to be obliged to believe it ? If not, What good can 
this Iwfalrb11:ty dothem? if they may, Why do you quarrel with our way 
as nncertasin? when if you grant your Izfall;b;lity, you cannot preſcribe any 
more cert.1/2 wir, but one much more liable to queſtion and diſpute than 
ours 15: Thus you ſee what little advantage you get by all theſe bravado's 
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about Tfallibility ; and that you are fo far from giving a farisfattory account 
of Faith, that you expole Chriſt;a» Religion to more doubts, ſeruples, and nu. 
urtaintics, than ever before. Which may abundantly ſhew to allunpreju- 


diced minds, the great «areaſonablexeſs of your way of relolving Faith, which 


was rhe thing to be proved. | 

2. But, {uppole your way to be never ſo reaſonable, yet if zt effect not that 

it was brought for, 1 delerves little favour trom inquiſitive perſons, and that 
I now cometo evince, vis. hat ſuppoſiag your Church infallible, amd that 
Iafall:bility prowed by the Motives of Credibility, you do not eſcape the crrcle 0h- 
jetted againſt your way, And really, whoſoever confiders your way of ma- 
nagenent of things, will 6nd, that though you give out great words, and 
pretend to prove the Churches Infallbility, as Moſes and Chrift”s w.s proved ; 
vet Vour cye was a | the while on nothing but the czrc/e, and thought, if you 
could get rid of thot,, you ſhould do well enough with any thing elſe, For, 
as though this circle had ridden you like an Ephialt-s, you rumbl., and 
groan, and toff this way and that, and when you think your ſelf tree from at, 
it its as cloſe upon you as ever. When you come {o miferably oft with the 
proofs of your Churches Infallibility, you ſatishe your ſelf with this ; ? 1s 
[ufficient for the preſent 10 have duclarea how the Cathalicks fall aot into a cir- 
cle, F his Lorajhip here pretinds they ao. Though this could not be {ufci- 
ent for your delign, who had promilcd in the page toregoing, to prove at 
large the Infallibility of the Church, yer you had done ſomewhat, »if you 
=y done this, which, if I much miſtake not, you are as much to ſeek in, 
as in the proofs of your Churches Izfall:bility. And that I prove by three 
things, from the natere of that Faith wholereſolution you promiſe, trom 
the perſons you prove it to, trom the zatrre of that Infallibility which you at- 
tempt to prove. 

1. From the nature of that Faith you are enquiring a reſolution for, 
which is not that which you call a Humaze Faith, but a Drvize Faith, When 
You go about to prove the Churches Infall:bility, by the Motives of Crea:bilr- 
fr, 1Sita Divine Faith or no; which may be built on theſe Morzves ? chule 
which part you pleaſe. If it be, then by your own Confefſon, a Dre:e 
Faith may be built on Prudential Motives ; it it benot, then what is all this 
to the purpole ? For the Queſtion is not, Whether by any other 4;z4 of .1/ 

ſent you cannot avoid the crrcle ; but, Whether in the relolution of Dive 
Faith you can or no 7 For, I hope, you deny not, but the Scriprares and the 
Churches Infallibility are both to be believed with the [ume k11d of Afſent, 
builr upon an 7zfall:ble Teſtimony ; 1n this caſe:'T then ask, 11/by, mth x D:- 
vine Faith, you bulieve the Scriptures to be the Word of God? You an{wer, 
Becauſe the Church, which ts infallible, delivers thin fo tous. It 1 then ask, 
Why with a Divine Faith you believe the Churches Infallbility? Anlwer me it 
You Can, any other way, than becanſe the Scriptures, which are infallible, {ay 


ſo. And rhus you ſee, it 1s only your running away from the Q/?:0, 


makes you think your felt out ofthe circle, and not any fatistaftory Anſwer 
to it. Will you, or dare you ſay, That isan Aſſet of the ſame patrre, which 
15 built on the 1/orewes of Crearbrlity, with that which is grounded on an 7- 
{allible 1 eftimony ? Tt it be not, bethink your ſelf of a new Anſwer : if it be, 
bethink your ſelf of a new I/ay to oppoſe us, and not to think it ſufficient to 
charge us with building Dive Faith on Pradential Motives, when you do 
it your ſelf, Bur, it you ſhould afſert that to bea Divine Faith, which is 
built onthe Morrwes of Credibility, you not only contradict your ſelf. but 
the great Ones of your own party, For your Becanzs faith, 7 hat th-{c De 
trues are the Foundation only of a prud-nt Aſſet, but not Infallible ; and Valen- 
714 goes much higher, and tells us, 'ſhe Faith zrounded on theſe Motives ts 
vt divine, of intuſcd, but acquiſue, that it is ia ts nature uncertain and fallible, 

that 
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that it can9! be the Foundation of Chriſtian Faith, If this be true, To what 
end do you go abour to reſolve Faith upon ſuch wacertainties, in hopes ro 
elcape the cc. you fee others in ? Thus you ſee, how inſuFcient your at- 
tempt is, becauſe you ſpeak not of the ſame kizd of Aſſext asto the Scripture, 
and the Chr. Fn 

2. You avoid not the C:rcte by the different conſiderations of the Pfſoms youu 
oXr to prove the Inf ibility of the Church and Scripture to. You tell us, 
7 hat hee you prove the Inf llivility of the Church by Scripture, you make uſe 
only of Aroummnt» ad hominem, ard argue EX Principus conceſlis againft Se- 
caries, who aeny the Infallibility of your Church, but adnut the Divine Autho- 
rity of the Scriptures, and therefore you may juſtly uſe Scripture-rouments againſt 
them, 1Igrant it : but fill T fay, you avoid not the Czrele by this /abrerfuge 
neither, For, 1. The queſtion 1s not, Which way you will prove the [z- 
full-b:lity of th: Church againſt thoſe who deny it ; but which way you re- 
1olve your oa faith of the Churches Infallibility ? therefore this lignifies 
nothing at a'l as to your Lzeſt/o2 about the reſolution of Fa:th; for T ſup- 
poſe you build not 7437 on any thing which your adverſary grazts or denys. 
Is there no diterence between the way of proving a thing to an adyerſa- 
ry, and the reſolving ozes own Faith ? 1 queſtion not, but you may diſpute 
wich him upon Pr:zc:ples he grants and you deny ; but, I ſhould think 
vou no wiſe man to build your Fazth upon ſuch Pr:zciples. So that this eva- 
fion comes not. near the buſineſs. 2. Even in diſputing againſt your A4- 
2erſiries you cannot avoid the circle, which I thus prove. You offer to 
prove to them the Chirchto be Infallible cat of Scripture; tor this you bring 


them particular places, and think preſently to vanquiſh them with, Sper 


hanc Pe:ram, Paſce oves, & Dabo t1hi claves ; but hence ariſeth another Que- 
ſtion, How you come 1nfallibly to know, that this is zhe /exfe of thoſe 
places? You know, your Adver/ſaries preſently deny any ſuchas Infall:bili- 
zyto be proved out of them. And, what way have you to afſure them, 
this is the /#z/e of them, but becauſe your Church, which is infallible, Ce. 
livers this to be the ſenſe of them ? And is not this then a plain rele ? 
Tos ar:to believe the Church infallible, becauſe the Scripture ſaith ſo ; and you 
are to bel:eve the Scripture ſaith [o, becauſe the Church is iafallible. If this be 
not ſtill a plain czrcle, you may queſtion whether there beany ſuch figure in 
Mathem ticks. 

3. I prove you cannot avoid the Czrcle from your own Conteſion of the 
nature of that Infall:bility, which you ſay is in the Church. For you tell us, 
1 hat the Churches | eſtimony doth not ſuppoſe any new Revelation from God, but 
oaly a ſupernatural Aſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt, preſerving her from all errour 
in difm:ng the Points of Chriſtian Faith, By this aſſertion, you deſtroy all 
pn of avoiding the Circle by the Motives of Credibility ; tor if thele 
1ad proved an /mmedate Divine Revelation in the Church, I contels you had 
proved the Chrches Infll:bility independently on Scripture; but, when you 
offer to prove only a Di/vize Aſſiſtance with the Chxrch, in delivering for- 
mer Revelations, you cannot, and the reaſon 1s, becauſe you can bring no 
ground at all why ſuch an A/iZaxce ſhould be neceſfary in the Church; or 
why it ſhould be expected but from the Promiſes made in Scripture CON- 
ccrning ſuch an 4/iſtance of God*s Spirit to be with the Church : and there- 
tore the utmoſt your Motiwves of Credibility can pretend to, is only to 
notihe that Chrch from others, which you ſuppoſe 7zfall:ble ; but fill 
the formal reaſon of your believing this Infallibilrry, cannot be from thoſe 
1/otives, but upon thoſe Promiſes which you ſuppoſe to import ſuch an 
Aſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt with the Church, which ſhall ſecure her from 
errour : Sothat ſtill the Czrcle returns upon you : For, 10 belzeve the Scri- 
ptures tf allible, vecanſe of the Churches Teſtimony , and you believe the Church in- 

fallible, 
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fallible, becauſe of the Promiſes in Scripture concerning the Aﬀſiſt ance of the Help 
Ghoſt with the Church, ſo as to ſecure her from all errour. And thus, ] hope, 
I have made good this gexeral Attempt upon your waz of reſuiuIL'E : Faith, 
by maniteſting the great uareaſonablenefs, and manifeſt ;2/ufficiercy of it. 
I now come to handle the particulars of this Chapter, whuch conſiſts ot 
two things, Proofs and Ewvaſtons, the Proofs you produce for your Chr7ch: « 
{nfallrbility, and your Evaſions as to thoſe Arguments which are objected 
by his Lordſhip. Both of theſe will deſerve our Coſideration ; and it it 
appear, that your Proofs are weak, and your Ewvaſions ſilly, you wall have 
no great cauſe to triumph in this A#texzpt of yours. As to your Proofs, two 
things are conſiderable, your Method of proving, and the Profs themſelves. 
I begin with the jr/f, which you deliver in thele words. Wherefore, s 
zo the laſt demand ( in which oaly there is difficulty) viz. How we know the Church) 
to be infallibly governed by the Holy Ghoſt; we anſwer, that we prove it firſt in 
general, not by the Scripture, but by the Motives of Credibility, which belong 
ro the Church, in the ſame manner as the Infallibility of Moſes, and other 
Prophets, of Chriſt and his Apoſtles was proved, which was by the Miracles they 
wrozeht, and by other ſigns of an Infallible Spirit, direction, and guidance from 
God, which appeared in them. Whence it is clear, that we rncur ao circle, That, 
ſ#ppoſing all that true which you ſaid before, yer thereby you avoid not the 
circle, I ſhall take it for granted,] have alreadyfproved,till you better inform 
me: Our buſineſs now therefore 1s, to conſider, which way you prove this 
Izfallibility of your Church, which you tell us, is zot by Scripture (tor which 
I commend your ingenuity ) but by the Morrves of Credibility, But, leſt 
any ſhould think this a weak way of probation, you tell us, It zs 7 the 
ſame manner that the Infallibility of all perſons divinely inſoired was proved, 
not excepting Chriſt himſelf. A moſt heroical and generous Attempt | 
For which the Church of Rome is infinitely obliged to you, if you make it 
good : For then it —_ follows, that there is as great danger in not 
believing the 1-f2l/zbility of your Church, as in not believing Meſ-s and 
the Prophets, Chriſt and his Apoſtles. For, where there is an equal 0b/:- 
gation to believe, there 1s an equal fix in not believing ; and where the fin 
is equal, it ſtands to reaſon that the pyzrſhrrent ſhould be fo too, T ſup- 
poſe you deny not, but, Where there are equal Motives inducing to belicve, 
there reſults an equal Obligation to Faith, becauſe the Grownads obliging to 
aſſent, can be no other than the Motives izdacing to it ; and if theſe Me- 
77ves be as ſtrong and evident for your Churches Infallibility, as for that of 
Moſes and Chriſt, men muſt be as much obliged now to believe your Church 
infallible, as, that Moſes and Chriſt were ſo. So that the denial of your 
Churches Infallibility, muſt necds be accounted by you to be as high a piece 
of 1zfidclity, asf one ſhould call in queſtion the 1nfa!l;b:/;ty of Chriſt him- 
felf, For you aflert, That you have the ſame Proofs for the Infallibility of 
vour Church, which there were to prove him infallible. I do not therefore 
wonder at your ſharpneſs and ſeverity in your cenſures of all out of your 
Church, when upon your Principles, the denying your Churches Infallibility, 
muſt needs be an offence of as high a nature, as if one denied the [-f:11b:- 
ity of the Sacred Scriptures, Bur, left you ſhould not think theſe any Ab- 
ſurditres ar all, we muſt come yet cloſer to the examination of your Proofs : 
For which we muſt enquire into theſe two things. 1. Whether he 
ſame Motives of Credibility belozs 10 your Church, by which Moles ad the 
Proph-ts, Chriſt and his Apoſtles , (hewed their Teſtimony to be infallible. 
2. Whether, on ſuppoſition you had the ſame Morzves, there were the ſame 
reaſon to believe the Teſtimony of your Church, Infalleble, as there was to 
believe them to be lo. 
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1. Whether the ſame Motives of Credibility belong to your Church or 20. 
And herc again, theſe things ofter themſelves to conſideration. x. By what 
means their Teſt;n-0ny was proved ixfallible, 2. Whether your Churches 
Teſtimony Can be proved by the {axe Motives or no. For the firſt, you are 
pleaſed to give us this account, Why Moles was accounted infallible ; for the 
Iſraelites ſeeing Moles to be a perſon very devout, mild, charitable, and chaſte, 
and endowed with the gift of working, miracles, were upon that ground obliged 
to receive him for a true Prophet ; and to believe him infallible, by acknow- 
ledging as true and certain, whit-ver he propoſed to them from God, All which 
I acknowledge to be very true ; but am muchto ſeek, how you will ap- 
ply it to the proving your Churches Infallibility. What kind of Miracles 
thoſe are which your Church pretends to, will be examined afterwards ; 
the other Morrves of Credibility mentioned, are Devotion, Mildneſs, Cha- 
rity, and Chaſtity; and theſe, I ſuppoſe, you look on as thoſe Morives, 
which muſt induce men to believe the 1»fallrbility of your Church. But, do 
you really think, that every perſon who is devour, mild, charitable, and 
chajte, is therefore izfa/lible ? Tt not, to what purpoledo you produce them 
here ? if you do, ſomeout of your Church may be as ixfallible as thoſe in 
it. Eſpecially, it your ſaperſtitioes Ceremonies be the greateſt part of your 
devotion; and your burning of Hereticks, the Argument of your mildneſ; 
and your damning all out of your Church, be the beſt evidence of your Ch:- 
rity; and the lives of your Popes, the molt pregnant Inſtances of your Church.s 
Chaſtity, Thereſt of your diſcourſe, wherein you endeayour after your 
way, to prove that there were ſufficient Motives of Credibility, to believe the 
Teſtimony of Chriſt and his Apoſtles, Tſuppoſe no Chriſtian will deny ; and. 
that the Miracles wrought by them, were Proofs that their Teſtimony was infalli- 
ble, Tam ſo far from queſtioning, thatall your other Mot:ves ſignifie no- 
thing without them. Which, becauſe it hath ſo great an influence on the 
preſent diſpute, T think it neceſſary to be a little further cleared, than it is 
by you, and chiefly for this. ezd, to let you ſee, how much you have befooled 

your ſelf in attempting to prove the Infallibility of your Church, in the ſame 
maiaer that Chriſt and his Apoſtles Infallibility was proved in, and yet inſifting 
on that of Miracles, as the great evidence of their Izfallibi/ity, which your 
Church cannot with any face pretend to. I acknowledge it then as a great 
Truth, that it was neceſſary, that the Te/{izzoxy of all ſuch who pretend to 
be 7zfallible, muſt be confirmed by ſuch 1:ractes, as Chriſt and his Apoſtles 
wrought ; Nay, that it 15 impoſſible, without ſuch Evidexce, to prove 
any Teſtimony infallible, where that [zfallibility is pretended to, indepen- 
dently upon Scripture, As 1t 1S in your preſent cale. Which will be thus 
made evident : Abſolute Ifallibility is not conliftent with the ſhortnefi of 
the Humane Underſtanding, for luchan Infallibility muſt ſuppole an infinity 
of Kxovledge; for, where there is a defect in the Apprehenſion, there is a 
poſſibility of deception; therefore only an Infinite Being can be abſolutely 1n- 
fallible, Now, man's Uaderſtanding being lo finite, and limited in its Con- 
ceptions, it 15 on that account apt to be impoſed upon, and to form fa/ſe 

Notions of things ; ſo that ſuppoſing no Being in the world of greater Per- 
feitions than man 15, there never could be any ſuch thing as Infailibility 
among men. For, though ſome mens Uzder/tan1ings might out/frip others 
in the quickneſs of Conception, and folidity of Judgement ; yet the Vature 
of Ma being thus finite, that preſumption would lye againſt all pretence of 

Infallibility. Ir being then impoſſible, that mans underſtanding ſhould be 

in it {+lf infallible, we muſt conſider, whether there be a poſſi5r1ity it ſhould 

receive any Infallibility from that Infinite Being, which is above it. This then 

mult be taken for granted, that as an Infinite Underſtanding cannot be de- 

aecived, 10 Pock Goodneſs cannot deceive. And therefore, whateverdoth 
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immecdiately proceed from a Being infinitely Wiſe and Good, cannot but be z- 

allibly 1r:zc. And there 15no repugnancy at all, in the nature cf the thing, 

but that this 7zſizite Berng may, ina way certain, but 1mperceptible by us, 
communicate to the Mizds of Mex ſuch Votrons of things, which are the ' 

effects of his own M/:ſdom and Conrſel : and this 1s that we call Divize Inſpi- 

ration. But then we are ſtill to confider, That the underſtanding ot a je 

Creature, cannot be any further z-fall;ble, than as it receives thole tions 

which are imprinted npon it by the Infinite and Supreme Intellect of the 

world; and ſuch a perſon is no further z-fallible in what he ſpcaks, than as 

he delivers to the world thoſe very Conceptions, which are thus formed in 

his mind. And this is that which the Apoſtle means when he ſays, That 

aPet. 3-21 Holy 32042 of God fptke a5 they were moved by the Holy Ghoſt. And lo far as 
they were thus moved, fo far they were Infallible, and no further. But 
this I»f://bilitybeing not intended meerly for the ſatisfaQtion of the 177d of 
im that hath it, bur for the general good of the word, it is neceſſary that 
there be ſome way whereby men may come to underſtand who are 7-fa!l:- 
bly zfjiſted, and who not. For otherwiſe the world would be more expo- 
fed to deluſions under this pretext of Trfallibility ; than if there were never 
any ſuch thing inthe world. Either therefore every man muſt be 7zf/- 
bly aſſured in his #2724, that ſuch a perſon is infallible in what he is to de- 
liver, which is a needleſs piece of Exthiſizſm ; or elſe ſuch external Evi- 
dences Of it are to beuſed, which may induce all rational and confiderative 
perſons to the belief of it. Which is the way that Godin his :#fi2:re 1H; 
dom hath made choice of ; by making thoſe very perſons, whoſe under- 
ſtandings are thus aſſiſted by him, to be the 1»/{rnments of doing ſome things 
above the power of nature, And nothing can be more reaſonable, than to 
believe their Teſtimony Tyne, who are imployed as ſuch immediate Inſtr i- 
ments of Divine Power ; and if their Teſtimony be believed True, their 
Dofrine muſt be 1zfallible ; for the greateſt part of their Teſtimony is this, 
That they deliver not their Doctrines from themſelves, but immediately 
from God. And conſequently their Teſt:-107y muſt be owned as /zfa/l:ble, 
in whatever they deliver as from God; it being very unreaſonable to 
think, that God would favour ſuch perſons with ſo extraordinary a Por, 
who {Þould tallihe their meſſage, and deceive the world. Thus you ſee, 
That whatever Motrves of Credibility you would blind the world with, 
there can be no 1Morive independent on Scripture, which is ſifEcicnt to 
prove 1zfallibility, but ſuch a power of working Miracles, which Moſes, and 
the Prophets, and Chriſt, and his Apoſtles had, whuch laſt, as you truly ſay, 
received their Commiſſion from Chriſt to preach every where, and to confirm their 
woras with ſiens that followed ; by which ſi2ns, all their hearers were born to 
Submit themſelves unto them, and to acknowledge their words for infallible Oracles 
of Truth. | 
Now, What reaſonable man could otherwiſe expeR, but that after you 
had ſo ſolemnly promiſed to prove the Infallibility of your Church, in the 
very ſame manner that Moſes, with other Prophets, Chriſt and his Apoſtles 
r. mere firſt proved to be infallible, which are twice your words ; and your at 
2 largeſhewing, That the main ground why they were believed infall:ble, was, 
becauſe of the Miracles wrought by them, whence they needed not the ' eftimony 

of Scripture : You ſhould have ſhewed us what kind of parallel Mzrractes 

. are wrought in your Church, to prove its izfallibility. But, inſtead of 
that, when you come to the purpoſe, you ſhuffle us off, in a molt ridicy- 
'Jous and impertinent manner : For, you tet us, That 2s therefore Moles, 
our bleſſed Saviour, and his Apoſtles, were proved infallible by their works, ſions, 
and miracles, without Scripture ; ſo is the Church without help of the ſame ſuffi- 
 exently proved tobe infallible by the Mhtives of Credibility, Well, but what, 
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and where are theſe Motives of Credibility ? Are they of the ſame kind and 
nature with the {:2z5 and 2iracles wrought by them or not ? If not, How 
can the way and manner be the ſame, which you promiſed to prove the 
Churches Iafalli6:1ity? It not, What aſfurance can you give us, that thoſe 
will prove Intallibility, as well as their works and miracles? This ſhould 
hare been demonitrated, and thoſe »otives produced to the view of the 
world, if you had del1gned any other than jzz/zzg with your Readers. In- 
{lead of this, you tell US, That Fleretichs, though they have the Scripture, 
yet being 0: of the true Church, they do wholly want th:ſe rows of Infallibility : 
of which, ſee Bellarmine, and other Catholick Authors diſconrſins more at larze, 
enotis Eccleſiv. ? 1 is [ufficient for the preſent, to have declared how Catho- 
licks fall a9t into 4 Cirdls, as his Lerdſhip pretends they do. Thele are ex- 
cellent ways of proof, and fit only for a Church that pretends to be infal- 
lible, and then moſt of all, when her Infallibility was to be proved. 
What did you lead us this long dance for, if you never intended to prove 
your Church infallible ? Could you not have referred us to Bellarmize at - 
firſt, as well asat laſt? Nay, and now you do turn us off to him, you 
bid us, go ſeek the Nores of the Church, and not the Proofs of Inf ll:bil:- 
ty; which, ſure, areditterent things, unleſs you ſuppoſe no Church 'I rae, 
but what 1s [»fa/l:b/e. But however, you are ſure not to miſs the Here- 
zicks, they mult have a blow at parting, 7 hey are out of the Church, and do 
holly want theſs ſigns of Infallibility. What ſions of Infallitil:ty ? ſpeak our, 
and tell us, What they are, and where they lie, and how th:y may be knoirg ? 
for otherwiſe we may miſtake in the Phyſrogmomy of your Church, and in- 
ſtead of ſrens of Infallibility, we =_y ſee ſhrewd ſiezs of impoſtureand de- 
lyfion in her. And it is the more ſuſpicious, becauſe you are ſoafraid of 
producing them atter ſo ſolemn a promiſe to do it. However, you tell 
us, *1 is ſufficient for the preſent to have declared how Catholicks fall not into a 
Circle: Well, I fee, though we mifs of the Coals S. Laurence was broyled 
on, we ſhall have a Feather from the wing of a Seraphim ; Though you 
fail of your promiſe, we ſhall have ſomething as good; and as great a 
feat of activity as that had been, v:z. tolet us ſee, How the Papiſts damce 
in a round, and yet make no Circle, Your demonſtrations are {o good in 
this kind, 1t is pity you donot imploy your excellent wit in ſquaring Ma- 
thematical Circles, as wellas this ; and Iſhall as ſoon hope to ſce you per- 
form the one as the other. But, Can you, without ſmiling at our fim- 
plicity, tell ns, (after ſuch a wide-mouthed promiſe, as you made in the 
page foregoing 3 Bt, becauſe we have often prom:ſcd to prove the Infallivi- p. 5, n. 3, 
lity of the Church, it will be neceſſary to inſiſt ſomewhat lonoer upon this Point, 
and declare the matter at large) 1 hat it is enough to vindicate your ſolves from 
the Circle? Was this the thing you promiſed, or the proots of your 
Churches Infallibility ? T confeſs Quid feret hic tanto dienum promiſſor htatu ? 
came into my mind at firſt reading thoſe words, and it proves according- 
ly. You really meant no ſuch thing as proving your Chz»rch infallible : 
and you are very excuſable in it, though you had promiſed it ; for no Pro- 
miſe can bind to impoſſibilities. But it may be yet, though theſe Progfs do 
not come after the Promiſe, they may have gone betore it ; For I find be- 
fore a large Cata/ogue meritioned of ſuch ſfors and motives, which may 
prove the Churches Infallibility, as ſanttity of life, miracles, efficacy, purity 
and excellency of doitrine, fulfilling of Prophecies, ſucce{ſion of lawfully ſent Pa- 
ſtors, Unity, Antiquity, and the very name of Catholick, &c. Number enough, 
if that would do it. But we ſhall ſee, what force thele 31orives are of by 
theſe following Queries. | 
I. Isitall one with you, To brow a Church tobe true, and to make it in- 
fallible ? [Theſe you call the Motives of Credibility for your Churches -— im 
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{itiliry, were wont to be eſteemed only the Notes of D://ittion of the True 
Chr from all others. The Queſtion, I ſuppole, concerning 7 /-, Trud 
this riſe. There being, after the Reformation, ſeveral diftinct &octeries of 
men, pretending to be the True Chriſtian Church, to which every Chr:ſc: 123 
ought to allociate himſelf; there was a neceſſity of pitching on ſome way, 
whereby the True Chriſt; Church might be diſtinguiſhed from other Conr- 
munions ; which begat a new Controverſie, What were the proper Notes 
of this Socicty. Thoſe of your party, as Be//armine tells you, dittered 
much in the number of them : Some of which are thole by you menti- 
oned; but whether they be the True Nores of the Church or no, which hath 
been largely examined by others, What are theſe to the proof of 12/16: 
{ity, ſetting aſide that of 0zractes? Ts it not poſſible that there ſhould be a 
Society ot Men joyning together in the Proteſſion of Chriſtian Relioom, 
bur rheſe Men mult preſently be 7zfallible in whatever they deliver as the 
Senle of their Society ? Their viſible Profeſſion of Chriſtian Religion, makes 
thema Tre Church; but cannot men ſeem to profeſs our Religion, unleſs 
they have a viſible 1»/a/lible Head to guide them ? Is Isfillib:lity the Soul 
of a Church, which gives it its Being, I mean, a preſent Iufallibiiity conti 
nually actuating and informing the Boay of it ? Cannot a man be known to 


bea 7ra 31a, unleſs he be 7aſpired ? Nor a Church diltinguiſFed from other 


Societies, but by a Sp7rit of Tzfallibility * The truth 1s, Let Bel/urmme mul- 
tiply his fifteen Notes of the Church to fifteen hundred, it he pleaſe ; nay, let 
ir pretend to what T-/all;bility it pleaſe : if any Society of men challeng- 
ing the name of Chyrch to it ſelf, do deſtroy the ez of its Conſtitution, or ho! 

any thipg directly contrary to the Foundation of its Inſtitution ; all other 
Notes m the world can never make it a True Charch. So that the only 
certain Note of a True Church, 15 its Agreement with the primary Founda- 
tion of it in that Do&rize which was Infallible, and atteſted by Miracles un- 
doubtedly Divine : That which holds the Dottrine of Chriſt, 1s the Chrt- 
{lian Church; and the nearer any Society comes to that, the purer 1t 15; the 


more it 15 diſtant from it, the more zzpure: and no man who honours the 


Chriſtian Religion, can be bound to communicate with the [mprrizics of 
luch a Chrch, let it bear it never ſo high-under the pretence of /z/::9:1;- 
ty. It you boaſt never ſomuch of your Uu#ry, Succeſſton, Aitiquity, the name 
of Catholics, &C. 1t your Doftrine be reprgnant tO what was originally de- 
livered by the Founder of the Chri/tian Church; your Society 15 nor the True 
Chriſtian Church. Bur, ſuppoſe it were, and that it were known fo tobe 
by ſuch Notes as theſeare ; Can you not conceive a Church ſhould be con- 
itonant to the Doctrine of Chriff, but it mult be it lelf 72fallible in deciding 
Controverſies? Cannot you imagine a Socrety conliſting of all True Chriſtians 
in the world, ſhould be made upof ſuch perſons who all firmly believe 
that Doe7rine infallible which Chriſt delivercd, bur yet judge themielves all 
tallible, and dare not uſurp that royal prerogative of Heaven, in preſcri- 
bing 7zzfallbly in matters queſtioned, but leave all to judge according, to 
the Pandefts of the Divine Laws, becauſe each member of this Socrety 15 
bound to take care of his foul, and of all things that tend thereto ? Is ſuch 
an 14eaof a Chriſtian Church, a thing unreaſonable, inconſiſtent, or contra- 
ry toany Law of 1ts Foundation ; or rather, 1s 1t nota very true and juit re- 
preſentation of that Soczety of men, which our bleſſed Srvioer inſtituted as a 
Ch:rch in the world ? | 

2. Do you mean, That thefe Motives ſhould prove the Chriſtian Church at 
large infallible, or your preſtat particular univerſal Church of Rome ? For 
ſome ot your 1o77ves ſeem to reſpect the oz”, and the reſt the other No- 


tion of it. When you mention mrracles, efficacy, purity and excrll:ziry of 


Dotrine, fulfilling of Prophecies, do you really intend theſe tor the proof 
of 
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of your preſet Roman-Churches Infallibility, as that is diſtinct from allLother 
Chirch:s of Chriſtians in the world ? If you do ( as you mult, if you ſpeak 
to the purpole ) ſhew us what »2ir1ctes, efficacy, purity and excellency of Do- 
&rine there are in your Church beyond and belide all other Churches in the 
world: What futfiil:ag of Prophecies among you, which makes your Chrnrch 
infallible ? Is 6 the Prophecy, That. your Chnrch ſhall be infallible that 1s ful- 
filled ? Shew then to us where that Prophecy is, and how it appears to 
be fu!fi/l:d? Is it becaule your Church pretends to be infallible ? T do heartily 
acknowledge, ſome Prophecies are therein fulfilled, but ſuch as your Church 
hath lictle ground to be proud of their accompliſhment. But, to all im- 
partial Chri/t:aps, the accompliſhment of thoſe Prophecies, which ſpeak of 
the degenerate ſtate of the Church, as they are a great Confirmation of the 
Infallibility of the Divine Revealer of them, when they ſee it ſo remarka- 
bly 1n the ſignatures of your Church ; ſo they are far trom being any motive of 
credibility to them to prove your Church to be Infallible. Unleſs it be 
meant that the tate of' your Church is an infallible evidence that thoſe: Prophe- 
cies are fulfilled, PutI pray, why ſhould fulfilling of Prophecies, make your 
Charch Infallib!e? IT had rather thought, if you could have proved your 
Church to have been Prophetical, it had been more to your purpole. And 
it your Popes iz Cathedra had foretold futrre events, which by their com- 
ing to pals, had evidenced to the world they had a tre ſpirit of Prophe- 
cze, then indeed you had ſaid ſomething towards Jfa/l:b:{ity. But that 
the. meer fulfilline of Prophecies, owned Divine by all Chri/t:ans, ſhould 
prove your Church Infallible, 1s fuch a motive of Credibility concerning that 
lafallibility, that it proves nothing, but by this conſequence, 1F Chriſt were 
Infallible, then your Church is, Or do you mean, becauſe ſome Prophecies con- 
cerning your Church are fulfilled, therefore your Church is Infallible; by the 
ſame reaſon I hope you will not deny, but that Antichriſt is Infallible, for 
when ever he did, doth, or ſhall appear, no doubt there will be fulfilling of 
Prophec:es, and thofe very clear ones too. And therefore Atichrift and your 
Pope may go together for Izfallibility. 

Burt it may be yet you have ſome other motives befides fulfilling Prophecies, 
and thoſe are miracles; now you ſpeak indeed to the purpole. But yet ftill 
we poor Intidels ( becanfe ot of your Church) delirea little ſatisfaction con- 
cerning them too. 1, Wevery reaſonably defire, {ht he iz your Church 
who pretends moſt to infallibility, ſhould do theſe miracles himſelf; For that 
was alwayes the way in Scripture, for them whoſe 7e/f/2127y was to be 
believed 12fallible, tobe the workers of thoſe miracles which ſhould induce 
men to believe ſuch an Izf:/rbi/iry. Do you think the /7aelites would have 
believed Moſes Tnfallible, 1f any ordinary 1/rae/ite had wrought thoſe ir- 
cles which he did ? unleſs you would ſuppole that thoſe -2racles were pur- 
poſely wrought to have atteſted that Moſes was Tafallible. But yet God 
thought it much more fit, that Moſes h1wflf ſhould be the 72/trument of 
doing thein, and fo it was with our Bleſſed Saviour. Let then your Church 
produce the ſeveral »rracles wrought by your Popes to atteſt their Infalli- 
bility ; or, if you beheve Pope and Conncrt the ſubject of Tzfallibility, pro- 
duce the miracles to prove that. God was always fo juſt and reaſonable, as 
not to expett the belict of any f/b/;ty without luch evidences given fot 
It as might perſwade men to believe it : and you acknowledge, '/ ht izde- 
pendently on Scripture there can be no ſuch proof of Infallibility as Miracles, and 
you require it from us to believe the preſent Church Tnfillible, where ther 
are your preſeat miracles wrought to atteſt this Infallibility * For as long as 
you require ſuch an aſſent to the pre/ext Churches Infallibility, 1t 18 necellary 
on your own grounds, that the preſet Church {hould always work mracte; 
1n order tothe proving this Ifal:bility. _ 

2, We 
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been abundantly proved againſt your party, that theſe are no certain xotes 
of the :rue Church, (which is a Controverlie I ſhall not now diſcuſs). And 
if the Chuzch cannot be proved to be 7re by them, much leſs certainly will 
| it be proved to be Jzfalible, Bur ſuppole all this, is your Church lo re- 
markable tor Sazit:ty of life, that it ſhould be a »orive tor your Tnfallibil:- 
ty ? Have your Popes been indeed ſuch Holy men, that we may not queſtion 
but they were moved by the Holy Ghoſt when they ſpake ? Certainly, you - 
bave ſome other way to know it than all Hftories both of friends and 
enzmies, and the conſtant fame of the world, which hath then muck 
abuſed us with ſtories quite of another nature. Or, is the ſtate of your 
Church fo pure and holy, that it muſt ſhew it ſelf Izfallible by that ? Bur 
whom will you be judged by in this caſe ? I deſire you not to ſtand to the! 
verdict of your Adverſaries. Will you believe men of your owz2 Communt- | 
oz ? pray read what ſad complaints are made of the degenerate ſtate of your 
Church by Petrarch , Mantnan, Clemaneis, Eſpencens, Eraſmus, Caſſander, 
and ſeveral others, and judge you whether we have not reaſon to cry up 
the Sarttity of your Church. But theſe, ( it may be you will ſay ) were diſ- 
contented perſons, Wall you believe then your Cardizals? And if ever you 
will believe them, 1t ſhould certainly be, when they meet to adviſe con- 
cerning the /?ate of your Church ; and was not this the expreſſion of the 
Colledge of choſen Cardinals for reformation of the Church, under Paul 3. 
Per nos, inquimns, per nos, nomen Chriſti blaſphematur apud gentes. Is not 
this a great evidence of your Saziity? If you will not believe the Card:- 
zals, you will not certainly queſtion the judgement of him whom you 
would fain have to be Infallible, the Pope himſelf. And theſe are the 
words of Adriaz 6. in his Inſtrudtions to his Legat at the Diet of Norimberg, 
A. D. 1522. Scimus in hac Sede aliquot jam annis multa abominanda fuiſſe , 
abuſns in S pany 9s, exceſſus in mandatis, & omnia deniq; in perverſum 
mutata. It ever Pope was Infallible he was in ſaying fo, and he could not 
bur be iz Cathedri when he ſaid it. Youſee then what evidence you have 
from your ſelves concerning that Saxtiry of life which is in your Church. 
But it way be ſtill, you do not mean real Sanity, but that the dottrine of 
your Ch:irch tends more to promote it, than that of any other Church. 
I heartily wiſh, the quite contrary could not be too truly ſaid of it, and ir 
is well known, that one of your great Arrifices whereby you perſwade 
great Perſons to your Religion, is, the /iberty it indulgeth them in {iz here, 
and yet the hopes it gives them of Heavez hereafter. Our doctrine re- 
quires #diſpenſable obedience to all the precepts of Chriſt : Yours tells them, 
thoſe which are the moſt ftriet and ſevere, are not precepts, but counſels of per- 
fetion, Ours, That there is no hope of Salvation without hearty amendment 
of Vife : Yours, That Penance i requiſite and external ſatisfaition to the 
Church ; and for internals, that Contrition is very commendable, but if there be 
not that, Attrition will ſerve the turn. Ours, Charges men to look to their 
Salvation in this life, becauſe when life is ended their eſtate is irrecoverable : 
Yours, That though men dye in their ſins , yet they may be. relieved by the 
prayers of the living, and that there is hope they may get through Purgatory to 
Fleaven at laſt. So that ſuppoling any per/ons to own Chriſtianity to be 
true , 1t 1s hard to conceive there ſhould be more Arrifices imagined to 
reconcule the Love of the pleaſures of ſin here with the hopes of Heaven at lat, 
thanare uſed by thoſe of your Profeſſion. So that if I ſhould ſuppoſe my 
ſelf a Heathen Philoſopher, and any of your Profeſſion ſhould come and tell 
me, Theſe were the Precepts, and theſe the Promiſes of Chriſtian Religion, 
but I could believe none of them, but by the I»falible propoſition of your. 
Church, and that T was to know your Church Iafallible by that Sanitity of 
life which was in it ; ve ae if thgoughly conlidercd not only the iz-- 
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jeties committed by the great oxes of your Religion, even in R422 in the 
firſt place, but the Artifices uſed to enervate all the Precepts of 10s! S7- 
ty, and fo plainly to ſee what 7ztereſt and deſign is carried on under all 
theſe d;ſonrſes - I ſhould be inſuperably aſſaulted with the thoughts that 
thoſe of your Relig/o» who were the Authours of theſe things, were 1o far 


from beheving your Church Infallible , that they really believed neither 


Chriſtian nor any. other Religion in the world. So much for that S:ct:ty 
of life which is 1n your Church. As for your other motives of Unity, Suc- 
ceſſion, Antiquity, and the name of Catholick, &c. they have ſo little afini- 
ty with any pretence of 1»fallibility, and do equally agree to thoſe Charches, 
as the Greek and Aby//ize, which you are ſo tar from acknowledging In- 
fallible, that you will not grant them to be true Churches (notwith(tand- 
ing theſe Morives) that I cannot caſfily imagine to what exd you produ- 
ced them, unleſs to let us ſee, you had the gitt of /zy/»2 ſomcrhinz, though 
zothing to the purpole. 

When you have thus apparently failed in producing any jh44o:v of p79f 
for your Churchts Infallibility by theſe motives of credibility, we now come 
to ſee how good you are at the defexſive part, who have been ſo unhappy 
in your Attempts. Therefore we muſt conſider what ar7s you uſe in pur- 
ting by the force of thoſe arguments which are produced againſt you by 
his Lordſhip. Aﬀter he had urged that queſtion againſt you, How it may 
appear that your Church ts infallibly governed by the Holy Ghoft, to which we 
have ſeen how impoſſible it is for you to give any ſatisfactory anſwer, he 
proceeds to another Argument whuych lies in theſe words ; Beſides, this is 
an inviolable ground of reaſon, That the principles of any concluſion muſt be 
of more credit than the. concluſion it ſelf. Therefore if the Articles of 
Faith, the Trinity, the Reſurreftion, and the Reſt, be the concluſions, and the 
Principles by which they are proved be only Eccleſiaſtical Tradition ;" it muſt 
needs follow, that the tradition of the Church is more infallible thin the Ar- 
ticles of Faith, if the Faith which we have of the Articles ſhould be finally re- 
ſolved into the veracity of the Churches Teſtimony. Tothis your Anſwer is 
very conſiderable. 1. You tell us, That the gronnd of all this diſcourſe is 
the authority of Ariſtotle cited :in the Marzent, which you repeat after him. 
Bur I pray, Whence learn'd you that this was all the gronzd of his dif 
courſe ? For his Lordſhip doth nor ſay, that Ari/torte faith ſo, and therefore 
it is ſo; but ſaies, That zt is an inviolable ground of reaſon, (which words 
you prudently left out, that there might appear ſome ſhadow for ſuch a 
cavil) and cites only the concurrent teſtimony of Ari/tozle with that evi- 
dence of reaſon which is1n it. And will you deny this tobe an undoubt- 
ed principle in reaſon, that, That which is aſſumed xs the ground and reaſon 
why I aſſent to any thing, muſt be more certain and evident, than that is which 
1 aſſent to on that ground ? Certainly you mult have an ar: above all other 
men to make the ſuperſtrutfure ſtronger than the forndation ; the particu- 
lar Problems in Mathematicks , more evident than the Poſtulata ; the con- 
ctnſion, ſurer thanthe Premiſſes. But you think to come off this abfurdity. 
2. Þy diſtinguiſhing between Science and Faith, or, as you expreſs it, between 
the proceeding of the underſtanding when it works naturally and neceſſarily, 
by and from the evidence and cearnefs of its objeft : and when it works ſu- 
pernaturally and produceth ſupernatural and free aits, meerly or at leaſt prin- 
cipally from the impulſe and inclination of the will ; for in ſuch caſes the 
Maxim holas not, Viz. That the principles of a Concluſion muſt be of more 
credit than the concluſion it ſelf. Now the ati of believing is ſuch an at ; 
that is, which the underſtanding elicites, rather by a voluntary and free incli- 
nation and conſent of the will, than from any evident certainty in the object 
whereto it aſſents., A moſt judicious and profound diſcontie! tro which 
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I know not whether ever I can perſwade »»y wil, but Iam ſure, I never 


ſhall z»y underſtanding. Lelt you ſhould think, it is only ſome 7mpulſe of 
»y wil which hinders my afſezt, I ſhall fairly lay down the Reaſons which 
keep me from 1t. | 

1. That all aſſent of the «»der/fandize 1s grounded upon evidence. 

2. 1hat however that evidexce proceeds, yet the Foundation of aſſent 
muſt be more evident than the thing afſented to. And theſe two I ſup- 
poſe will tully reach the ſcope of your Anſwer, by ſhewing that your di- 
{tinQtion of acts natural and ſupernatural, is both untrue aud mpertiacnt. 

1. That all aſſent is grounded upon evidence, 7.e, that no man can aſſent 
to any thing zcerly becauſe he will, but there muſt be ſufficient reaſon in- 
ducing and per{wading to that aſſexrt. You acknowledge 7his to be true 
in atts of Kpowledge, but not of Faith; but, What do you make to be the 
gens in your definition of Faith ? T ſuppoſe you will ay, it is az afſezt of the 
mind. It it be fo, the mind cannot be ſuppoſed to elicite an a& of the ſame 
nature in ſo repugnant a manner to it ſelf, that it ſhould aſſent to any thing 
without evidence. I know what diſcourſes thoſe of your party have, con- 
cerning the obſcurity which1is neceſſary to Fazth. It you mean ofſcurity as 
to the object believed, 7. e. that the matters to be believed are not fo c/ear 
to us as demonſtrations, I will not gainſay it : but if you mcan 9&/cnrity 
or want of ev:deace, as to the reaſon inducing me to believe, I utterly deny 
any ſuch obſcurity to belong to Faith, or to be confiitent with it. For 
Ged doth not require us to believe any thing without /»#i:ient grounds for 
our believing it, and thoſe grounds do bear a proportionable evidence to 
the nature of that «ſſcar which he requires. If he requires an Izfallible 
«ſſent, he gives Infallible grounds ; if he requires a firm and certain aſſent, 
he gives firm and certain grounds ; it he requires only a probable aſſent, he 
gives only probable evidence. But ſtill, luch as the zatre of the afſcat is, 
ſuch is the evidence he gives for it. To make this plainer by an Inſtance. 
That Chriſt was the true Meſſi.zs, he requires an ajſezt built upon Infallible 
grounds, and theretore God gave ſuch Ifallible evidence of it by the M:- 
racles which he wrought. That theſe //iracles were once really done, he 
requires our firm aſſezt, and therefore _ certain evidence by an Univer- 
fal and uncontrouled tradition; but whether S. Pal or any other 4>9/#-- 


tical perſon were Authour of the Epiſtle to the Hebrews, he requires only 


an aſſent built upon the molt probable grounds, and theretore he hath given 
us no more for it. But ſtill as the aſſezt is, ſo the evidence muſt be. For 
Faith being an att of the »z77d, whole nature is to judge according to 
reaſon, we cannot ſuppoſe any att of it to proceed in a brutiſh manner by 
a meer zzpulſe of the will. I deny not, bur the m4 may be ſaid to have 
ſome kind of influence upon the underſtanding, both in furthering and 
hindering aſſet : but it is not by any command it hath over the e:z4 1n its 
aifs, but as it can d:vert the mind from, or incline it to, the ſearching into 
the evid:nce of the things. Therefore when we commonly fay, Fzc:/e cre- 
dimnus qu. volumus, and fo on the contrary ; it is not becauſe of the wills 
immediate power upon the underſtanding, but, as the 4:{/re of a thing 
makes us 779uiſitive atter it, fo thediſlike of it makes us unwilling to hear 
the reaſozs for it, and ready to entertain any pretence againſt it. Thus, 
I grant, the wil may have power upon the mind 25 to the elcitins the act 
of Faith, not that Ican aſſez? to a thing as zr«e, becauſe I defirc it to be 
rye, but this 7zcl/:nation of the will removes thoſe zinped iments which 
would obſtru&t my diſcovery of the evidence which is in it, You have 
certainly a »::z4 of another zz0u/d than others have that can believe things 
which do not appear credib/e to you; yet ſuch a kind of Fazth as rhis, 1s 
very neceſſary tor your Churches Infallibility ; and for that, your diſcourſe 
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of bclieving by the tmpulle of rhe will , 1s very proper an | lexfonable. 
Bur other perſons may think it an I»perfectoz 1 their min.ls, that they 
cannot believe any thing any furcher than it appcars ered-b/- ; that 18, rhar 
they can 20 no further than they have /egs ; nor fee when their v1. are [hut, 
or the rom: 4ar', But it may be, you will tell me, A# his diſcourſe pro. 
Eeeds 07 ſuppoſutron, that Faith were a natural act of the mild ; but v0 {Pr tie 
of a ſuperaatural Faith. Ir may be 1o ; but, I hope, you ſpealt not of an 
irrational Faith, which muſt believe things beyond the er/d-zce of their 
Credibility. Faith, whether 2:t»ral or ſupernatural, acquires. Or infiſcd, 15 
Rilt an a&# of the mind; arid let it have but what belongs to it as ſuch, and 
call it what you will. I dcny not a peculiar Operation of Grace, 1n the 
cliciting the 4 of Divine Faith ; but ſtill I fay, The manner whereby it 
is wrought, mult be agrecable to the zature of the Underſtanding, and by 
diſcovering the Cred/b:/ity which 1s in the Objeffs of Faith, It you fay, 
The Afſext is iafuſcd , T muſt ſay, The Evidexce 1s firlt zafuſed ; for as 
Chriſt, when he healed the 4/;z4, did nor make them fee Ozjetts which did 
not appear viſible ; fo neither doth the Sprrrt of God 1n planting F:th make 
men diſcern Objetts which do not appear credzble ; and the ttronger the 
Alſent is, the greater is the Evideace and Credibility of the Object. And 
can you call'then that any free i evident Aſſent , which gocs no furthes 
than the Object appears credible ? It cannot be then any 4 of the W:1, 
but meerly of the Mad, which yields afſent to any Object propounded as 
credible to it. So that in what way and manner Afſezt is required, in 
that ſame manner doth God give proportionable evidence : I deny not but 
that Aſſext is required to ObjeQs izevident to jexſe and reaſon ; but then 
Ifay, The aſſext 1s not required to what 1s obſcure and 7#:wvident ; but to 
what 15 evidezt to us, and therefore credible. In the Incarnation of the Sor 
of God, the manner of the Hypoſtatical Union 1s to us wmevident, but then 
God doth not require our Atlcnt to the Manzer, but to the rh of the 
thing it felt. Where-cver God requires us to believe any thing as 7; we, 
he gives us evidence that it is ſo: where-ever it appears the thing 15 72-- 
videat, We may lawtuily /»/pc-d our Aſſeat, and, for all thar I know, « 
is our 4xty 10 to do. 

But yet you have not done with this protound diſcourfe ; For you very 
learnedly diſtiuouiſh « double proceeding in probations ; the one is, per prin- 
cipia intrinſeca, which you very well Engliſh (by imtrinfccal Principles ) 
i.e. ſuch as have a weceſſary, natural connexion with the . things proved, and 
do manifeſt and lay oper the objects themſelves ; the other is, per principia cx- 
trinſeca ( by extrinſccal Principles) that is, ſnch as have no patural or nec 
ſary connexion with, mor do produce any ſuch evident manifeſtation of tle 
thines proved , but their efficacy, ( viz. whereby they datermine the nnder- 
{l ding to aſſent ) doth wholly deprad on the worth and vertue of that exter- 
wil Principle, n hereby fuch probatioas are made. {his you apply to K won- 
ledze and Faith, that as Kpovledee proceeds in the former way, ſo Faith doth 
in th: lates, which depends purely npon extrinſecal Principles, viz. the u- 
thority, Feracity, Goodneſs and Kpovicdee of Gol affirmina it ; which w.c« 
immediately kaowa to the Prophets and Apoſtles, but mediately to ts, nhich 
howeer, mujf ve !fallibly conveved to ir, which can only be by the teſtiman! 
of the Church. Thus is the ſubſtance of your third Section ; to which I 
anſwer, 1. Thar all Cerzzizty in the acts of the 112d, whether in A'zor- 
ledge or Faith, muſt equaliy luppole the '/r:74 of ſome extrinſecal Prin- 
ciples, viz. the veracity and goodneſs of God : for otherwiſe we cannot cer- 
tainly judge of thoſe you call Pr-xcipia intrinſeca, to know what things 
have neceilary and natural connexion with the things proved. For, un- 
leſs I ſuppoſe that God is ſo 7r.ce and Good, as not to ſuffer me to be de- 
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ceived in the proper a#:/»zs5 of my Faculties, T may judge ſuch things to 
have connexions and dependencies one upon another, which really have 
nothing ſo. And theretore, ſo far your diftintion concerning Scieace ad 
+:zith , will not hold. Bur, 2. It the meaning of this diſtinction be only 
this, That there 1s a difterent proceeding in a demonſtratior, from what 
there is inas act of Foith, 1 deny it not; but fuppoſeir nothing to your 
purpoſe. For, though the evi4cxce be diſcovered in a d:fferezt way, yet there 
15 in both proportionable evidexce to the nature of the Ajſexr, When 1 
aſſeat, becauſe I know that the thing is 7r4e, the evidence of the thine it 
ſelf, 1s the gro0uzd of that Aflent ; but, when I afſezt upon the Antbority 
of any perſon, the Credibility of his Teſtimony 1s the evidence on which that 
Aſſeat 1s grounded. Though this later evi/d*zce be of another kd, yet 
it 1s ſufficient for that a of the 272d, which is built upon it ; and that 
Teſtunony which I eſtabliſh a firm Aſſezt upon, mult be as evideat in its 
kind, 7. c. of Credibility, as the evidence of a thing demonſtrable in the 
nature of a Dem9rſtration. 3. The main {trength of your Aafwer ſecms 
to lye in this, 7 hat 7m ſuch an Aſſent as is built upon Anthority ; 4s in the caſe 
of Faith, whew we do not immediately hear God ſpeaking, but it is conveyed 
to us by the l eſtimony of others, it ts neceſſary that this I eſt1mony be infallible. 
But, good Sir, thus is not our preſent Queſtion, Whether it be neceſſary 
that this Teltimony be 7zfallib!y conveyed to us, but, fuppoling ſuch an zz- 
fallible Conveyance, Whether that zafallible Teſtia-ouy mult not be more 
cred;ble than the zzatters which are believed upon it ? But, as though ne- 
ver any ſuch thing had been ſtarted , You give us a long diſcourſe of the 
different proceedina of Science and Faith, but never offer to apply it to the 
buſineſs in hand. I mult therefore ingenuoully commend you for an ex- 
cellent Art of e/:dizg inſenſibly away from a butineſs you cannot anſwer, 
and caſting outa great many words not to the purpoſe, that you may ſeem 
to touch the matter, when you are far enough trom it. 

And theretore I ſay, Secondly, That however the evidence proceeds in 
matters of Faith, yet whatever x the Foundation of Aſſent, muſt be more evi- 
dent thin the thing aſſented to. Eſpecially where you ſuppoſe the A4ſſezt to 
be infallible, and the Teſtimony infallible, which muſt aſcertain it to us. 
This will be plainer by an inſtance. If I ask you, Why you believe he 
Reſurrection of the dead, your Anſwer is, becauſe of the Authority of him 
that reveals it: The next Queſtion then is, Why you believe ht God 
hath revealed it ; your Anſwer 1s, Becauſe the Teſtimony of the Church ts in- 
fallible which delivers it. Wohereby it is plain, That though your firſt An- 
{wer be from God's Authority, yet the laſt reſolution of your Faith, is, the 
Infallibility of your Churches Teſtimony ; and that being the /:ft reſolution, 
that Iafallibility mult be the Prizciple on which the belief of the re{t depends. 
For, according to your Principles, thou2h God had revealed it, yet if this 
Rewelition were not atteſted by the 7zfallible Teſtimony of your Church, we 
ſhould not have ſufficient ground to believe it. And if without that, we 
can have no {ſufficient ground to believe, then this Pr:/zcrple The Chrerch ts 
znfallible, ruſt be more credible than the Reſurrection of the dead. Which 
was the Abſurdity his Lordſhip charged upon you, and you arefar from 
being able to quit your ſelf of. 

The next thing which you buſie your ſelf much in anſwering of, is, 
That according to theſe Principles of reſolution of Faith, you make the Churches 
1eftimony the formal Object of Faith, which you ackwowledge your ſelf tobe a 
great Abſurditr, and therefore make nſec of many ſhifts to aveid, I ſhall re- 
duce the ſubſtance of your verboſe, and iminethodical Anſwer into as 
narrow a compals as I can, without defalking any thing of the ſtrength of 
it, You te.ls us then, That our Faith is reſolved into God's Revelations, 
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whether written, or unwritten, as its Formal Object ; and onr Infallible Aſſu- 
race, that the things we believe as God's Revelations are revealed from h!71, 
*s reſolved into the Infallibility of the Churches Definitions, teaching us, that 
they are his Revelations ; And that the Formal Canſe of our Aſſent in Divine 
Faith, is God*s Revelation delivered to the Church without writing ; but be- 
canſe that is as it were at diſtance from ns, it is approximated, or immediate- 
ly applied to us by the infallible Declaration of the preſent Church. Hence it 
appears , our Faith reſts only upon God's Revelation as its Formal Object, 
though the Churches Voice be a condition ſo neceſſary for its reſting thereon, that 
it can never attain that Formal Objef without it. And laſtly, you tell us, 
The Churches Authority them being more known to us than the Scriptures, may 
well be ſome reaſon of our admitting them, yet the Scriptures ſtill retain their 
prerogative above the Church : and thence you diſtinguiſh of the certainty of 
the Objeit and Subject ; from all which you conclude, 1 hat the Churches Defini- 
tion ts not the Formal Object of Faith, but that onr Faith relies upon it as an 
Tarfallible Witneſs both of the written and unwritten Word of God, which is the 
Formal Objeff. This is the ſubſtance, in your long Anſwer, of what hath 
the face of reaſon and pertinency : Which I come to a cloſe and particular 
examination of. And that you may not ſay, I paſs over this important 
Controverſie, without a through diſcuſſion of it ; I {hall firlt prove, that 
it neceſſarily follows from your Principles, That the Churches Infallible 
Teſtimony muſt be the Formal Object of Faith. And 2. That the An- 
{wers you giveare far from being ſatisfactory that it 15 not. 

r. That it neceſſarily follows from your Principles, That the Charches Infal. 
lible Teſtimony muſt be the Formal Objett of Faith, In order to which, we 
muſt conſider, what the ſcope and deſign of this Diſcourſe is, concerning 
the Reſolution of Faith, The Queſtion ſtarted by Mr. Fiſher, in the Con- 
ference, was How his Lordſhip knew Scripture to be Scripture, or, How the 
Divine Authority of the Scriptures was to be proved. To this his Lordſhip 
returnsa large Anſwer, to which you attempt a Reply in this Chapter, 
and mention this to be the main queſtion, How Scriptrres may be known 
to be the Word of God. To this, you tell us, No ſatisfattory Anſ'ver can be 
grven, but from the Infallible 1 eflimony of the Church, awd the oreat reaſon 
grven by you in all your diſcourſe, ts this, That this is an Article to be believed 
mth Divine Faith, and Divine Faith muſt be built on an Infallible Teſtimony. 
The Queſtion then reſulting hence, is, Whether on theſe Prizciptes you 
do not make the 1»fallible '[eſtimony of the Church, the Formal Object of 
Faith? You deny, and we affirm it; but before I come to the particular 
Evidences of the Cauſe, ſome general »o/fnl2ta muſt be laid down, which 
by the very ſtate of the Controverlic, muſt be acknowledged by you, 
which are; : 

1. That the Queſtion in diſpute is not concerning the 10 424/ Object 
of all things d4:/v:zely revealed, but concerning the believing this to be 
particular Divine Revelation. For, it 1s obvious to any one that conft- 
ders, what vaſt difference there is between thoſe two Queſtions, My vor 
believe that tobe True which God hath revealed; the plain and eaſie reſoluti- 
on of this, is, into the veracity and Infallibility of God, in all his Revelati- 
ons. Bur it 1s quite another Queſtion, when I ask, 1/hy you believe this 
to have been al rue Divine Revelation? Or that fuch particular Books con- 
tain the Word of God. And it is apparent, by the whole proceſs of the 
Diſpute, that the Queſtion 1s not concerning the f/f, but the ſecoz2d of theſe 
two. 

2. That the Queſtion is not concerning any #2! of perſwaſioz, as to this 
Divine Revelation, but concerning that which you call Dome Faith, 
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2, {hat this Divize Faith muſt be reſolvel into ſome Teſtimony Suppofe 4 
:yfall:b1-., Thelſe three are things agreed on between both ' parties, as ap- 
ears by tie whole management of this Controverſie. Oniy you ſuppoſe 
this L1fall:ble Teſtimony to be the Church, which your Adverſary. denies, and 
ſaith, It wil follow from thence, that you make your Churches Teſtimo- 
jy the Formal Objed of Faith, which I thus prove. | 
1. That which 1s the only Growad and Fondation whereon a Divine 
Faith is built, mult be the Formal Object of Erith : but the Infullible Teſti- 
mony of your Church, is the only Foundation whereon Futh is built. By 
the Formal Objedt off Faith, Tluppole you and T mean the fame thing, which 
is the Fondation whereon the Certarzty of the Aſſext 1s grounded, or the 
principal © bjeive Canſe of Faith, 412, not every acco: nt that my be gi- 
ven Why mca believe, but that which is the onlv Certz/ Forndation to elta- 
bliſha Divine Faith upon. Now, let any one but conſider what the Qu+- 
{tion is, and what your reſolution 15, and then judge, Whether you make 
not the Chnrches Teſtimony the Formal Objeft, The Queition 1s, How we 
know the Scriptures to be the Word of God'; which in other terms is What 
the oronid is why [ aſſent to the Doctrine contained 12 Seriptirre as a Divine 
Revelation? You lay, The Teſtimony of the Scripture it ſelf cannot be that 
ground ; You lay, The Teſtimony of the Spirit cannot be it ; You ſay, A 
Moral Certainty cannot be it, becauſe then it is not D:vize Faith > What 
then is the reaſon why you believe it? Do you not over and over ſay, Ir is 
beranſe of the infallible Teſtimony of the Church, which ozves ns unqueſtion1- 
ble aſſurance that this was a Divine Revelation ; and yet for all this, this 
Teſtimony 1s not the Formal Objeet of this Divize Faith, The moſt chart- 
table apprehenſion I can have of you, when you write things ſo incon- 
ſiſtent, 15 either that you underſtand not, or conſider not whar you write 
of, but take what hath been ſaid in ſuch caſes by men of your own party, 
and right or wrong that ſerves for an Anſwer. Bur for all this, you tell 
us confidently, ' hat your Faith is not reſolved into the voice of the Charch, v. «3. n. 4 
as into its Formal Object ;, but it is enonoh to ſay, Our Faith is reſols24 into 
God's Revelations ( whether written or namritten) 4s its Forinnl Object : and 
our tafallible aſſurance, that the things we believe are Divine Revelations, is 
reſolved into the Infall»bility of the Churches Defiaitions. Thele are excellent 
Notions if they would hang together. Bur, | 

1. Weenquire not what 1s exozeh to ſay in {uch a caſe, but what grows 
you have tor /ay/zg what you do. You have enox2h to ſay upon many ſub. 
jects in this Book (or elſe your Book would never have {welld to the bulk 
it hath ) but you have generally very /irtle rezſor tor what yor ſay. 

2, Is that znfallible Aſſurance, that the 7hin7s we believe 2s Go#s Rewe- 
[ations, are revealed from him, a thing calPd Faith or no? It it be, asI 
hope you will not deny it, then by your own Confeſſion, 77h is reſolyed 
into the Churches Teſtimony as its Vormal Object ; for, you ſay, This [afal- 
[ible Aſſrrance 18 reſolved into the Infallibility of the Chrrches Dehinitions, 
teaching us, that they are his Rewve/ationus. Theſe are your own words. 

| And, do you yet deny this Teſtimony of the Chxzch to be rhe Formal Ob- 

| Jett of this Infallible Aſſurance ? 

| 3. What is it you mean, when you ſay, That Fzrh i re{olved into God's 
Revelations as its Formal Objett ? Is it, that the reaſoz why we believe, 15, 
Becauſe God hath revealed theſe thinss tous 2 But that, you know, IS not 
the -22ttcr atall in queſtion, but, How we come to aſſent to ſuch a Do- 

' Crine aS4 Divine R-welation ? Anſwer me punttually to it ; Can you pol- 
ſibly reſolve your Faith into any thing elſe, as its Forma! Object ? If you 
can, I pray do us the favour to name it. If you refoive this Faith, as 
you ſeem to expreſs your mind, 7:9 Divine Revelation, as its Formal Ob- 
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ject ; Shew us where that Revelation is extant, for which you believe Ser t- 
peure to be the Mord of (rod. Is It the SCrIprure It ſelt, or a Revelitinz Gl- 
{tin from it ? If you fay, Ir is the Scripture zt ſelf, then you mult make 
the infall:ble Teſtimony of your Church needleſs; tor then we may have 7z- 
fallible Aſſurance, that the things we believeare Divine Revelations, with- 
out your Churches Teſtimony or Definitions: Then, what 1s become ot the 
unvrittea Tradition you mention in thele words ? If then it be demanded, 
IW hy we believe ſuch Books as are contained in the B.ble to be the Word of 
God; we anſwer, Becanſe it is a divine unwritten Tradition, that they are his 
Word ; and this Divine Tradition is the Formal Object, whereon our Fatth re- 
/yes, Well then, our laſt reſolution of Faith 1s into this Divine vnwrit- 
ten Tradition : But whence come you to know, that this 7raa:tion is Di- 
242e ? Into what Revelation 1s the belief of that finally reſolved © Doth 
it appear to be fo by zt /c/f, and then why may not the Scripture ? or hath 
it ſome other Revelation, and Divine Tradition to atteſt it? And then the 
ſame Queſtion returns concerning that, and ſo iz /zi2:tum, or elſe of ne- 
ceifity you muſt acknowledge one of theſe two things ; Either thar ſome 
Divine Revelation may —_ manifelt it ſelf, without any 7z/all:ble 
Teſtimony of your Church : Or elſe, that this 7zfallible Teſtimony mult be 
the Form21l Object of Faith. Of theſe two, chuſe which you pleaſe. 

2. I prove that you muſt make the Churches Teſtimony the Formal Ob- 
ject of Faith, becauſe either you muſt make it ſo, or you muſt deny Dz- 
vine Revelation to be the Formal Objett of Faith; becauſe the reaſon is 
equal for both. I demand then, How you reſolve your Belief of the Truth 
of the Dottrize of Chriſt ? You tell me, into Divine Revelation, as Its For- 
mal Objed. I ask yet further, Why you believe the Revelation made by 
Chriſt to be Divine? Your Anſwer muſt be, either that your Churches 
Teſtimony gives you 7afallible Aſſurance of it, and then the tormer Argu- 
ment returns : or elſe that Chriſt manifeſt-d his Teſtimony to be infallible, 
and therefore his Revelatioz Divine, becauſe of the Motives of Creatbility, 
which accompanied his preaching. It this be your Anſwer, as. it muſt 
be by your former diſcourſe, then by the ſame reaſonT prove your Churches 
Teſtimony to be the Formal Objett of Faith, becaule you have endeavourcd 
to prove the Churches Infallibilitydby the ſame Motives of Credibility that 
Moſes and Chriſt proved theirs, Either therefore retract all your former 
diſcourſe, or elſe confeſs, that by the ſame reaſon that the Drvize Reve- 
{ation made by Chrilt, is the Formal Object of Faith, the infallible Teſtimony 
of your Church mult be ſo too. For according to your own ſuppoſition, 
there are «qual Motives of Credibility, and therefore equal obligation to 
believe the Izfzllib:lity of one as of the other. 

3. If the only reaſon which makes any thing be the Formal Objeft agrees 
to the Teſtimony of your Church, then that Teſtimony muſt be the Formal 
Vbject of Faith to them that believe it. Now, that which is the only 1ca- 
lon which makes any thing to be the Formal Object of Faith, is the Suppo- 
lition that it 1s zzfallible. For, why do you reſolve your Faith finally into 
D:vine Revelation? Is it not becauſe you ſuppoſe Goz to be i-fallible inall 
Revelations of himſelf; and therefore if your Church be infallible, as you 
lay it 15, by the lamereaſon that muſt be the Formal Object of Faith ; as if 
it were by the revelation of God himſelf, But here ou think to obviate 
this objection by ſome ſtrange diſtinions concerning your Infallib!l:ty. 
You tell us therefore, [he Churches Infallibility is not abſolutely and ſimply 
Divine ; or thit Vod ſpraks immediately by her Definitions : but ozly that jhe 
:s fupernaturally infallible, by the aſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt preſervins her 
[rom all error, in d finins any thing as a point of Chriſtian Faith, that ts, as 
a 1rath revealed from God, which is not truly and really ſo revealed. A rare 
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Dillin:tion this! You fay afterwards, The Churches Definition is abſolute- 
ty infallivle, but vet this Infallibility is aot abſolutely and {1ply Divine: 1 
pray tcil us, What 1s it then ? You fay, It is S»perzatrral, but not Divize, 
and this Syp:rnatural Infallibility, by the Aſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt ſecuring 
from all error, but yet not abſolutely and preciſely Divine : T pray tell us; 


What &/24 of Izfall:bility that was which the ApojZles had 1n delivering - 


the Doctrine of Chriſt, was that any more than ſuch a Sperpatural Tafal 
lbility as yo. fondly arrogate to your Church, wiz. {uch a one as might ſe. 
curethem trom all error in defining any thing as a point of Chriſtian Farth, 
which was nor ſo, that 15, as a 7 ruth revealed from God, which was not tru- 
ly and really lo revealed. And yet, I ſuppoſe, you will not deny, but 


thoſe who lived 1n the A4po/les times, might reſolve their Fazch into that | 


Isfall:b:lity which they had as its Forz-al Object, and therefore why not as 
well into your Churches Iafallibility, tince you pretend toas great Intallibi- 
lity in your Chrchas ever was inthe 4p2/Hcs. Thus, T hope, I have ſhewn it 
impothble tor you, not to make the Churches Teſtimony the Forinal Ob- 
jet of Faith, ſince you make it infallible as you do. 

2. We comenow to conlider, the /:ttle evaſions and diſtinifions, where- 
by yo'1 hope to get out of this Labyrinth, But having fo maniteltly pro- 
ved, that it follows from your Principles, That the Churches Teſtimony 1s 
the Formal Object of Faith, all your diſtinctions fall of themſelves ; for 
thereby it appears, that your Churches Teltimony 1s not meerly a receſſa- 
ry Condition of believing, but 15 the Formal Canſe and Reaſor of it, there- 
fore your inſtance of approximation in natural Carſes,| is nothing to the pur- 
poſe. No more is that of a Commonwealths practiſing the ſame Laws, being an 
Aroument that thoſe were its primitive Laws: Unlels you ſuppoſe it impol- 
ſible, x. That a Commonwealth ſhould cver alrer its Laws. Or, 2. That it 
ſhould practiſe contrary to its prizzitive Laws. Or, 3. That it ſhould be 
fepernaturally Infallible 11 yuadging which are primitive Laws, and which 
not ; without thele Suppolitions, I ſay, That Inſtance ſignifies nothing to 
the buſineſs in hand ; and when you have proved thele true, I will give 
you a further Anſwer. Your Anſwer to Ari/fotles Text, or rather tothat 
undoubted Maxim of Reaſon, with which the citation of Ari/totle concurred, 
hath been conſidered already. Your Anſwer to the Teſtimony of Ca- 
us, 15 like the reſt of your diſcourle, trivial; and not tothe purpoſe ; for 
Canys doth not only deny the Churches Teſtimony to be the Formal Ob- 
ject of Fa:th, but the neceſſity of believing its 7e/t/#207y tof be ifallible, 


Nor intellioitur neceſſario, quod credo dvcenti Eccleſte tanquam teſti infallibil:, 


are the very words of the Teſtimony cited in the Marginof his Lordſhips 
Books. 

Your next Sectioz affords us ſome more words, but not one drachm 
more of reaſon. For, How do yon prove, that the Churches Authority i; 
more kaoma to us than the Scriptures * Or, How can you m: ke it appear, 
that there 15 any Authority, but what is relative to us, and therefore the 
diſtinction is 1n 1t felt ſilly, of Authority 72 ſe, & quoad nos. For, what- 
ever hath Authority, hath thereby a reſpect zo ſome it hath its Authority 
over And, can any thing be a ground of Faith /i#zyly and 7 it ſelf, which 
15 not ſo towards us ? For the Formal Object of Faith, 15 that for whoſe 
lake we believe, and therefore, if Divine Revelation be, as you lay, the 
Form:l Object of Faith, then it muſt be more &zown to 15, than the Teſti- 
mony of the Church : For, that muſt be more &-owa to #5, which 1s the 
main cauſc of Believine. But, if all your meaning be, that we muſt firſt 
know what the Chrurch delivers for Scripture, before we can judge whether 
it were d:vinely revealed or no: I grant 1t to be true ; but what 1s this 
to your Intallibility ? Will you prove the I»fallibility of your Church to be 


more 
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more 422wz to ws, than that of the Scriptures ; and, on ſuppoſition that 
were true, can you then prove that the Scriptures ſhould Tull retain their 
prerogative above the Church ? What your Authors diſtinguith CONCern- 
1ng objettrve and [ubjedFive Certainty, pertains not to this place 3 tor the 
worth and dignity of the Scriptures, may exceed that of Tradition, yet, 
when the knowledge of that worth, rehes on that Tradition, your elteem 
of the one, muſt -be according to your eſteem of the other. I will noc 
here enquire, Mhther the adheſion of the Will, can exceed the clearneſs of 
the Underſtanding , nor, W hether Ariſtotle was naacquainted with ſubjodl ive 
Certainty; nor, Whether our adheſion to Articles of Faith, be flronger than to 
any Principles evid-at to aatural Reaſon ; For, I look upon all theſe Aſſer- 
tions to ſerve you in no other capacity, than as excurſions from the matter 
in hand ; and therefore I ſhall not gratifie you ſo far as particularly to ex- 
amine thein. For all then that hath been yer produced by you, his Lord- 
ſhips Argument remains good, that , according to your Principles, the 
Churches 'Teftimony inſt be made the Formal Object of Faith, and I am the 
more confirmed in it by the weakneſs of your evaſions ; and, I hope, I have 
now made good thoſc words which you challenge his Lordſhip tor, 7 4. 
it were no hard thins to prove zt. 

The next Abſurdity charged upon you by his Lordſhip, is, That all the 
Arnthoritics of Fathers, Councils, nay of Scripture too, muſt be finally reſolved 
into the Authority of the preſent Roman Church : And, though they would ſvem 
to have ms believe the Fathers, and the Church of old ; yet they will not have 
rs take their Dotrine from their own writings, or the Decrees of Councils, 
becauſe, as they ſay, Me cannot know by reading them, what their meanins 
was, but from the infallible Teſtimony of the preſent Roman Church teaching 
by Tradition. And this, he tells yon, is the cunning of this devic', To which 
you anſwer ; By what hath beer: ſaid, it appears, That there is no dev.ceor cun- 
nins at all, either in taking away any thing due to the Fathers, Councils, or Scri- 

ture; or in piving too much to the Tradition of the preſent Chir :h. For we ac- 
knowledae all due reſpeft to the Fathers, and as much ( to ſpeak modeſty) 45 
any of our adverſaries party. But they muſt pardon us, if we prefer the gener il 
interpretation of the preſent Church, before the reſult of any mans particular 
Phanſi:, As for Scripture, we ever extol it above the Definitions of the Church, 
yet afferm it tobe in many places ſo obſcure, that we cannot be certain of its 1rue 
ſenſ”, without the help of a living, rae” to determine and diclare it, 
which can be no other than the preſent Church. And what we ſay of Scripture, 
may, with proportion, be applied to Ancient General Conntils. For, thouoh we 
willingly ſubmit to them all, yet where they happen to be obſcure in matters requ- 
ring Determination, we ſeek the affiſlance and direttion of the ſame living In- 
fallibl: Rule, viz. the 1 radition, or the Sentence of the preſent Church. The 
Queltion 1s, Srppoſing your Churches Teſtimony to be infallible, without which 
we can have #0 Aſſurance of what Fathers, Scriptures, and Councils fey, What 
Authority remains among you, to any, or all of theſe ? And it is not, what rc- 
ipect, you tells us, you give them; / for you may as eaſily ſpeak, as believe 
concradictions ) but whar is rea/ly left to them, if your Opinion concerning 
the preſent Churches Infallibility be true. And he that cannot ſee the can- 
ning of this Device of reſolving all into the Authority of the pr:/{r Reman 
Church, will never underſtand the intereſt of your Chrrch; but, ir ſeems, 
you apprehend it {o much, as not to ſeem to doit, and have too much c:n- 
zing to contels it. - But, this muſt not be fo eaſily paſſed over, this being 
one of the grand Arrfices of your Church, to make a great noiſe with F:thers, 
S:riprures and Councils among thoſe moſt, who underſtand them leaſt, when 
your ſelves reſolve them all into the preſet Churches Teſtimony. Which is 
brlt to gagg them, and then bid them fpeat. | 
| Firſt, 
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Firit, For the Fathers, you lay, Tou acknowledoe all duc reſpect to th; but 

the Quettion 1s, What kind of reppect that is which cx be due to them, 

when, 1:t them ſpeak their minds never 1o plainly, and agree in what they 

plcaſc, and deliver what they will as the Judgement of the Church; yer all 

this can give us no Aſſurazce at all on your Principles, unleſs your Church 

doth intfallibly determine the {ime way. What thendo the Fahr5 lignifie 

with you ? Doth the Infallibility of your Churches Deſiaitioa depend on the 

conſent of the Fathers? No, you tell us, She & ſupernaturally affijted by the 

Hyly Ghoſt; andit ſo, I ſuppoſe the judgement of the Frhers 1s not that 

which ſhe relys on. Put, it may be, you will fay, 7 his ſupernatural Al- 

Prrnce directs the Charch to that which was the judgement of th: Fathers ia all 

Ao-s. This were ſomething indeed, if it could be proved : But then [ 

would never read the Fathers, to know what their mind is, but ask your 

Cbrch what they meant : And, though your church delivers that as rheir 

ſenſe, which is as oppolite as may be, both to their words and judgements ; 

yet this 15 part of the reſpect due to them, not to believe whatever 7th: y [xy 

themſelves, but what your Church tells us they ſay. A molt compendious way 

for interpreting Fathers, and making them ſure not to ſpeak any thing 

apainit your Church, Therefore I cannot but commend the ingenuity of 

Cornelius Muſſus, the Biſhop of Bitonto, who ſpake that out, which more 
wary menare contented only to think. Fgo, ut ingene fatear, plus uni ſum- 

m0 Pontifici crediderim in his que mvſteria fidet tanvint, quam mille Auguſt;nis, 
Hieronymis, Gregoriis, | hat I may deal freely, faith he, I would ſooner belzzwe He mea. 1. is. 
Pope in matters of Faith,than a thouſand Auguſtines, Hieromes, 7d Gregories, 44 x9 
Bravely (aid, and like a man that did heartily believe the Pope*s Infallibil:- 

ty! And yet no more than every one will be forced to do that uncerſtands 

the Conſequence of his own Principles. And therefore Alphonſus 2 Caſtro 

was not to be blamed for preferring an Epiſtle of Anacletus (though coun- 

terteic) b-canſe Pope, before Auguſtine, Hierome, or azy EE... . 
other however holy or learned. Theſe men underſtood yer glprmniaatag. on Mts 
themſelves, and the intereſt of their Church. And, al- vecenin?, quantumliber docto &> ſanto. 
though the reſt of them make ſizer /eogs to the Fathers, AMC harele 1:5. verbo Epiicopus, 
than theſe do ; yet when they ſeem to croff their way, and entrench upon 

their Church, they find not much Kk:zder entertainment tor them. We may 

gueſs at the reſt by two of them, men of great note in their ſeveral ways, 

the one for C ontroverſies , the other for his Comment ries, Viz, Bellar- 

mine and Maldonate, and let us ſee, when occaſion ſerves, how ruiely they 

handle the Fathers. If S. Cyprian fpeaks againſt Trad 
tion, it was, faith Bellarmine, In defence of his errour, Reſpmdeo, Cyprivvs 
and therefore no wonder if he arened after the manner of fm tre wenk 
erroneors perſons. It he oppoleth Stephez the Biſhop of bo Dei. 1.4. c. 11. | 
Rome, mn the buſineſs of Rebaptization, He feemeth, = 
faith he, To hve erred mortally ix it. If S. Ambroſe pro- =ipS wry marcalites preciſe te Panels. 
nounce Baptiſm in the name of Chriſt, to be valid, without het 

the naming other Perſons tm the Trinity; Bellarmine 1s not mo Pririo falſs oft, meo ju4icio. De Pon- 
afraid to ſay, That, in his judgement, his Opinion ts falſe, 14+ & 32+ 

It S. Chry/oftome ſaith, That it is better not to be preſent 

at the Enchariſt, than tobe preſent, and not receive it : I pz, chyfoltemin ut wetew alis pe 
lay (faith B-/larmine) That Chryloſtome, 2s at other exceſum ita locitum eſe, De Milla, l. 2. 
times went beyond his bounds in ſayino ſo. It S. Anenſtine © 

expound a place of Scripture not to his mind, he tells _ 

him roundly, He did not throuzhly conſider what he ſaid. Reſpondeo, Augutinum nan expendiſſe lo 
Do not thei thingsargue that due reſpedt they had for #7 55 4#igentere DeEuch,L 1, G12: 
the Fathers? So long as they think they can make them 

ſerve their turns, then 1/ho but the Fathers? If they appcar refractory, arr 
] F WL 


wm hoc ſcriphiſſe cum erro- 
t, & zdeo non moum ft 
tiocinaretur, De ver- 
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- will not ferve as hewers of wood, and dravers of water to them, then JI'ko 

| i te Fathers? It is the Charches judgement they rely on, and not the /'a- 
© 75, & nd thercetorethey never want ways theinſelves of cluding all the 
Fetimonics produced our of them : If they cannot fay, thofe 7: ///29mtes 

are 472.4 (as lome of them lay it, without any ſhew of reaſon, concern- 

wg that part of the Epiltle of Epiphanizes, about the tearing the vail, in 

which an Image was painted at Apablatha.) And as Bellarniare antwers con 

ecrning he Author of the 72prrfecf work on Matthew, becaulc he ſaith, '/ here 

579 Way lo 1.3: [12a1ms Trath, but readira? the OCFIpLATES I he therefore ſaith, 

p: yi Þ2% This whole place was inſerted by the Arrians ; t£5 though thar had becn 
«+51 any partof the Comtroverſic between the Arrians and others. It Or12wm, of 

< 17it, On {.cuilioiy, ſaith, It is neccſſary to follow the SCFIPIUr e's, then an An- 

Ind, Fer is ready, 1 hat theſe Homies are of no great Authority : but if theſe 
Dp Willlerve to a fed the Abocrypha ; if they ſpeak of the Obſcrrity of Scripture , 
if they mention zhe obſervation of Leat ; if they ſpeak of any thing tading 
| to Aduriculir Confelſion, or Peaance, then they are good and authentick 
pe Punir.. 3. enough. Thus the price of the Fathers riſes and falls according to their T/e, 
&7+45 like $/z25 in the market. If yet the Fathers feem to deliver their judgements 
__ peremptorily ina matter contrary to the preſent ſenleot thew Church, then 
either. they ſpeak it in the hear of diſputation, or, uf not,they were conr1difted 
by cthers as good as they; if many of them concur, yet it was buit their pri- 
IHE firs Mit, Not the {cnle of the Carholick Church which they delivered. 
Still we ſee, the rate the Fathers ſtand ar, is their agreement with the preſcat 
Reman Church, if they difter from this, they were 1 like others, and 
wight be deceived, only the Pope is /afallible, or at lealt the preſet Roman: 
Chirch. For, it Hilary, Greeory N'oſſen, Chriſoſtome, Cyril, Anguſt15e, and 
others ſay, that Chriſt, when he ſaid, TUpoz this Rock will I build zry Church, 
uncerſtood Peter”s Conſiffion or himſelf, Nihil magis alteaum a ferifu Chriſti 
In Mat. 16.13. cog/t477 potuct, faith Maildonate, Nothing coi:ld be more iucongruon: than what 
thy ſir, Andinthe next words tells us, 7 ht all rhe AnoucntV 7s except 

Hilary, expozaded, the gates of Hell one war, but he gives another [e;fe of them. 

Ia Mar. a1. go. The fame liberty he takes in very many other places. By which we havea 

. ©:Nw-15.11 Zafte of that ave reſpeff which you owe to the Fathers, which 1s,1 o vailue them, 


Inl-h.5.r.59, 


Io ]Jch.6.n. © far as they concur with your Church, and 0 more ; otherwiſe they are but 

115, the reſults of mens particular fancies, and not to be compared with the 7x- 
fall:ble Tordgwmezt of your Church. 

$. 20. Put, though it may not be ſo evident, that you give ſo great reſpect to 


the Farhcys, yet it is notorious what reverence you ſhew to the ſacred Seri- 

pines, As for Scripture (lay you) we ever extol it abou the Definitions of the 

Church; What, ever ! Do you think we lave torgot the brave compariſons 

EE which have been made by your Writers, to ſhew the 

74 woes Ce ct, reſpett you bear tothe Scriptures? Is it not much for 
tori ade: +4.145te Brentdo. V, Lailly craft. the honour of the Scr7prares, tobe ſaid to have wo more 
-.5 Fo debrataces Authority than A-fops Fables, 1110 the Teſtimony of. the 
_—y F ny ls fra, hrbib etr abs. frgin, Church 2 Did not tlioſe extol it abowe the Church, who 
fr ite pqaitti Allrr Pightuz.Hierarch. calPd it, A Noſe of Wax? Ani were nut theſe ſome of 
Tee oper df at lt ocPorhetaronge you ? Doth not Brllarmini proftets his high eſteem of 
© A ray G tile At, 108, LIAM mon cred an the SCrivtu res, vhen lic {:1 ith, That the OC pTUTe is 0 
- 404 ph 22 yy oþ l” idle wo moretobe belies in ſaviaeglt is from God,than Mahon ts 
jet mes tum Arn anum af C20 4 Dio VINeG Alcorn, Ot cauſe that [a s/o 100 © Did not Cara prefer 
et open ee nov erefimues. De vero 2, Scripture before the Church, when he ſaid, / hat the 


- end þ : : - as Trileſa YEPHAYL, CY $04 NSeriptiiye inſt be reautatt A by the Church,and F7IGM ih, Ch: rh 
Centre. FCararcla Contr. x. by the Scripture ? T need not mention Ecires is Fo angel 
ES © = de Abel tid. 154 31103 142 and T hoologta atramataria,Piohins his plinebea 
Brlrm. 1, 4.c 12. de verbo Dot, [eobii reonlt, / aleatia his Lapis OH altonts, VOY [1 ir 4:lts 
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Comm onilorinmutile, which, and many others, are remaining Teſtimonies 


of 1:4 12 Mnftroms efreem, which thoſe ot your Parry have of ttie ſacred Nere | 


ptures, But, it the e/ffeezz you have of the S:77ptures be fo great, Why lock 
you them up ſo carcfully trom the people in an unknown language 7 1s ir, 
leſt /c/ ſeirc/s fhould Joſe their Juſtre by roo often uſing? Why are you to 
ſevere againit your Pr-c/yres reading them, Is 1t becauſe you would not call 
Pearls before Srine? 

But ſtill you extol the Scripture above the Definitions of che Chrrch : How 
is that poſhb'e, when you tell us, 7he ozly Authority it hath, is from the 
Cherches | eſtimony ? For the 11hority of it {uppoſeth it tobe acknowledocd 
tor a Divize Revelation, and that, youtell us, we can have no Afſurance of, 
but from your Chwches Defrition + And we had thought, that which gave 
Credit and A»thority, had been greater than that which rere:wed it. 1 here 
can be then lirtle reaſon to take your word in a caſe of this nature, when 
your very ncxt words give ſo palpable a realon to the contrary. For you 
tup»>ol rhe Scr 1ptrre unable to ex pr eſs it / 'i to fn ttc apt Or purpole, relef. J 10117 
Church te the Iaterpreter. For the OWErIPI UTC, ia Y YOu, bei? 11 PAT) pi tes Ohm 
jexre, we cannot be certain of its true ſenſe, mwithort the helpof al wino av wall 
ible {udve, to determine and acl are it ; which can be no other thay th: prefe at 
Chirch. Tantwer, 1. Your meaning 15 not 19 plain, but that ir wants the 
interpretation of your Ch:rch too. lor what do you underſtand by the Scz-- 
"tures being i many places obſcure? Is it only, that there are fome patſages 


which have their 4:#7c:277/c5 1n them ? But what 15 this to the purpoſe, unleſs. 


vou could prove, that this obſcurity 1s ſuch as hinders it from Leinga Rate of 
Faith ad dMumrs? If you prove that, you do ſomething The Scripture 
we acknowledge hath its drfficu/tics in it, but not ſuch as hinder the great 
deſign God intended it for ; no more than the ace which are in the Sr, 
hinder it from giving light to the world ; or ſome cr.abbed pieces in our Lan's 
hinder them trom being owned as the Laws of the [.2z:d, 2. Arethoſe places 
{cre or no, which ſpeak of the Churches Inf allibility ? at lealt fuchas you 
produce tor itatterwards * This is evident, that there are noplaces whoſe 
{enle is more controverted than theirs: Can thele then be underſtood with- 
out a /i-1472 and z#fallible Jrdoe, orno ? Itthey may, fo as we may be ccrtain 
of their true ſenſe, then why not all others which concern the Rue of Faith 
and manners, whoſe ſenſe 1s far lefs diiputeci than of thele ? Tt gor, then we 
muſt {uppole a /7/iz2 and infallible Judy, betore we know whether there 
is ſuch ; 0+ or no: For that 1s rhe thing enquired after in the meaning of 
thele p/:c5, and you ſay, We cannot be certainot their /ezfe without him, 
{o that we mult frit ſuppole the thing tobe #7, and then prove zz ; orelle 
you run back again into your old [ abyriath, How kror you thit God 
hath prom:ſid, there (pal be ſuch an infallible Tirdge ? By ſuch places (lay you) 
as yo produce for it, Well, but the Scripture beins ma many plices obſcure, 
How ſhallI be certain this1s the true ſenſe of them ? You fa, becauſe the 
preſ-,:t Church ix the ling and infallible Tudac to determine and d cl ire tt, Do 
not you herein argue like a man, that can /qrare Circles ? 3. In thoſe places 
whole /-zſc, you lay, 15 fo ob/errc, Wherg hath God made it neceiiary tor 
us to have the certain /c/c of them ? You can have no pretence for all this 
for an infallible Judge, unlels you coulkl make it evident, thar God hath 
Iett nu myſterics in his Word, but he hath letr your Char hb a Kev rountock 
them ; and therefore, I hope, there is a C/+75 Apvct/yptice too hanging at 
your Church's Grrdle, It 15 true indeed, vour Church 1s happily initru-nental 
in explaining a »y//y ſpoken of in Scripture, but not much tor your com- 
tort, it 15a »1ſteryof Tnigrity. But in good earneſt, do you think {ht Cod 
hat h PY 0! ſed A livins and inf all 'ble Trud &tO Fr2 the; 11s CTIEATH Of the [rife af br 
ſeure places in Scripture ? Then two thinss/ will necetſarily follow from 
T 2 thence. 
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thence. 1. That it muſt be neceſſary, that all thoſe thar believe this /#ai- 
[ible {fudee muſt know the certain ſee of thele obſcure places. 2. | hat this 
infallible Judge muſt give the certain ſenſe of theſe places. Bur then, Why 
hath your preſent Church ſo negleted her T alext this way, that the hath 
not decided all the Controverites concerning the 4/iffic:/:ora loca ? Such a 
Commentary as this were worth inquiring after. But yet, ſuppoling your 
Church had done this, Could we be more certain of the /c»/# of your Chr, 
than weare now of the Scriptures ? I will fuppoſe your Chrch lo charita- 
ble, as to put ſo uſeful a thing in writing, for the general good of the world : 
Bur all writings (you tell us) are obſcure, and want a living nudge to intcrpret 
them ; and {o conſequently muſt that, and fo in ifnitrmw. But 4. All this 
while it is worth underſtanding, how you prefer the S:r/pture before rhe 
Church, when you make the Church the living and infallible Judge, to inter- 


pret the Scr/ptures. You make the Scripture a dcad Letter, but your Church , 


154 living Judge, you make the ſexſe of Scripture ofcnre, nucertain, and 
therefore giving occaſion to all the errors in the work, but your Chrrch is 
infallible, to determine all Controverſies, and yet for all this, you prefer the 
Scripture before the Church. It is plain, you do not, in regard of cv:a:zc- and 
certainty ; and, one would have thought, theſe had been the greateſt Ex- 
cellencies of a Rule of Faith. Doyou prefer it as ſuch before your Church ? 
If not, you deny it the peculiar property and deſign of it ; and theretore what- 
everelle you attribute to it, you are guilty of the higheſt diſparagement of 
it. Juſt as if one ſhould commend a Mathematicians Square tor the materials 
of it, or the Excellency of the Figures engraven 0 it ; but, in the mean time, 
tell him, Ir is 0b/:que, crooked, uncertain, and he cannot draw a ſtraight l:ne by 
it: Doyou think he would believe you commended his Sqzare? Juſt ſo do 
you commend the Scriptures; and can you then imagine, that any rational 
man wall believe, that you ao prefer the Scriptures before the preſent Church ? 
It is next to be conſidered, what reſped? remains duc to general Connils, ut 
the preſezt Church be ſuppoſed infallible. For (fay you) though you willinely 
ſubmit to them all, yet where they happen to be obſcure 1n matters requiring Deter- 
mization, we ſeek the afſiſtance and direttion of the ſame living infallible Rele, 
VIZ. the Tradition, or the Sentence of the preſent Church. Put 1. You ſay, 
Tou ſubmit to them all : but, Do you ſubmitto them all as /zfa!/:bl', or no ? 
which you mult of neceſſity do, or elſe apparently contradict your ſetf 
( which yet is no novelty for you to do ) for you ſpend a great deal of pains 
to prove gexeral Conncils infallible ; and theretore I hope you own them as 
zafallible your ſelf, If you own them to be 7»fa/{:ble, what need of the fen- 
tence of the preſent Church, as to thoſe Decrees which you already acknow- 
ledge infallible ? Or, do you really own them no further to be »fa/lrble, 
than as they agree with the ſentence of the pre/it Church ? and then, I pray, 
What doth the pretended Ifall:b:lity of general Conncils fignitie, if your 
Church give all the Authority to them ? And what conſents with your Church 
15 infallible, and what doth not, is tar from being ſo? 2. You ſav, Gezeral 
Councils may happen to be obſcure in matters requirins Determination ; Do you 
mean, 1n h1xgs decreed by them, or not ? If not, it is no wonder if they be 
obſcure in matters they never meddle with ; theretore, 1 ſuppoſe, you mean 
in th12g5 determined by them, Then T further ask, Whether theſe Decrees 
of general Conncils, were the Seatexce of the preſeat Church, tothoſe who lived 
in the time of thoſe Conncr/s? If they were, How could the Sentence of the 
preſent Church declare and determine the ſenſe of what is 9bſcure iz Scripture, 
if, notwithſtanding this Determination, the Sentence of the Church remains 
as obſcure, as the ſexſe of the Scripture ? If it was not obſcure then, but is ſo now, 
whencecomes that obſcurity ? The Sentence of the Conwcil is ſuppoſed to be 
writtenthen, that thoſe who were not preſent at it might underſtand the 
Decree 
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Decree of it ; and it is ſuppoſed we have the very ſame 4uthentical Decrees of 
Conncils, which they had who lived in the ſeveral 4zes of them. How 
come they then to be more obſcure to us, thanthey were to them ? 3. What 
do you mean by matters requir/7g Determimation? Is It not enough that things 
be infallibly determined once, but they muſt be determined over again ? 
It the tormer Determin.ition were infallible, what need any more ? or doth 
the Infz/libilitz ceale as ſoon as the Church cealeth to be the preſent Church, 
and then that which comes to be the preſezr Church, muſt convey an If4lli- 
bility into it ? but how comes any thing which was once infallible, to /o/c 
its Izfallibility ? which 15a thing really lo ob/care, that your preſent Church 
would do well to help us out in it. But if, notwithſtanding all your pre- 
tence of the Infallibility of gexeral Concils, nothing is truly to be owned as 
ſuch, but what agrees with the Sentence of the preſet Church, then we plain- 
ly ſee, what reverence you ſhew to all yezera/ Conncils, even as much as the 
reſ-at Church will let you, and no more, which, fuppoling it never ſo great, 
is not ſhewed to the Conuncr/s, but to your Chr. For, the reafon of that 
Reverence Cannot be reſolved into the Councils, but into that Ch.rch for 
whole ſake you reverence them. And thus it evidently appears, That zhe 
cunning of this device is wholly your own, and. not withitanding theſe miſe- 
rable ſhitts, you do tinally reſolve all Authorities of the Fathers, Councils, 
and Scriptures, intothe Authority of the preſevr Roman-Charch , which was 
the thing to be proved. 

The firſt A//4rdity conſequent trom hence, which the 4rch- Biſhop eharg- \&, 22. 
cth your party with,1s, 7 hat by this means they aſcribe as great Authority (if a6t 
greater ) to a part of the Catholick Church, as to the whole, which we believe in 
our Creed ; and which is the Soctety of all Chriſtians. And this is full of Abſur- 
dity in nature, in reaſon, in all things, that any part ſhould be of equal worth, 
power, credit, or authority with the whole. Here you deny the Conſequence, 
which, you ſay, depends upon his Lordſhips wilfully miſtaken Notion of the Ca- 
tholick Church ; which he faith, Is the Church we believe in our Creed, and ts the 
Soctety of all Chriſtians ; which (you call) a moſt deſperate extenſion of the Church ; 
becauſe thereby (forſooth) it will appear, that a part isnot ſo great as the 
whole, viz. that the Romwm-Church, in her full latitude, is but apiece or par- 
cel of the Catholick Church believed in our Creed, 1s this all the deſperate A6- 
*{ardity, which follows from his Lordſhips Anſwer ? TI prav, ſhew it to have 
any thing tending to an Ab/urdity init? And though you confidently tell us, 
That the Roman-Church, taken 4s comprizing all Chriſtians that are in her Com- 
1110, is the ſole and whole Catholick Church ; yet I will contentedly put the 
whole ifſue of the cauſe upon the proof of this one Propoſition, that the 
Romaz-Church in its largeſt fenſe, 7s the ſole and whole Catholick Church ; or 
that the preſet Roman-Church 1s a ſound member of the Catholick Charch. 
Your evidence from Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory , is luch as I tear not to follow you 
in; but, I beſeech you, have a care of treading too near the Apofles heels : 
That .zny were accounted Catholicks meerly for their Communion with the Roman- 
Church ; or that any were condemned for Hereſie or Schiſ4n purely for their diſſent 
from it ; prove it when you pleaſe, I ſhall be ready {God willing) to attend 
your Motions. But it is always your faculty, whena thing needs proving 
moſt, to tell us what you cond have done : This, you ſay, You would have 
proved at large, if his Lordſhip had any more than ſuppoſed the contrary + But 
your Readers will think, that his Suppolition, being grounded on ſuch a 
Maxim of Reaſon, as that mentioned by him, it had becn __ preſent bu- 
lineſs to have proved it: but I commend your prudence in ajourning it;and, 
I ſuppoſe, you will do it, as the Cort of 4reopagrs uled to do hard cauſes, 7 
diem longiſſimum. It is apparent, the Biſhop | not of a part of the Church by 
repreſentation of the whole, which is an obje£tion no body but your ſelf a Id 
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here have fancied ; and therefore your Inſtance of a Par/iamew 15 nothing 
to the purpoſe, untels you will ſuppole, that Conzels iz the Chir doe 
preſent in ſucha manner as Parliaments in England do; and that their dect- 
{ion 1s obligatory in the ſame way as Acts of Parltameat are ! It you bclieve 
this tobe good Do#trixe, I will be content to take the Objecters place, ard 
make the Application. 

The next Abſurdity laid to your charge, is, as,you ſumm it up, 7/.:t 72 
your Docirine concerntns the Infallibility of your Church, Tour proceed: a9 75 ft 
unreaſonable, in regard you will aot have recourſe to 1 exts of Scripture, eapoſitt- 
on of Fathers, propriety of Lanznage, Conference of Places, cAticodents and 
Conſequents, RC. bt argue, that the Dottrine of the preſent Church of Rome, 
is tre and Catholich, becanſe ſhe profeſſeth it to be ſuch, which, ſaith he, is to prove 
idem per idem. Tothis you anſwer, That as to all thoſe helps v0: fe them 
with much more candor than Proteſtants ao : And, why fo 5 Beca-ſ- of their ma- 
nifold wreſtinos of Scriptures and Fathers, Let the handling the Controverſies 
of this Book, be the evidence between us in this ciſe, and any ind13ecrent 
Reader be the Judge. You tell us, Tor fe all thrſe helps : bur ro what pur- 
poſe do you uſe them ? Do you by them prove the 1»fall1b1/11y of your 
Church? If not, the ſame Abſurdity lyes at your door {ti]l, of proving 4-2 
per idem. No, that you do not, you lay : but how doth it appear * I lanks 
to theſe nnte perſons, the good Motives of Credibility, which come in again 
at a dad !ift, but dono more ſervice than before. I pray, cure the wozds 
they have received already, betore you rally them again, or elſe, I aſſure 
you, what ſtrength they have left, they will employ it againſt your ſelves. 
You ſuppoſe,no doubt, your Cotcworrs good, you give them us ſo often over; 
but I neither like proving nor eating 7d: 2 per idem. 

But yet we have two Auxiliaries more in the ticld, call'd 1/tances. The 
deſign of your fir{t Inſtance, is, to ſhew, 1 hat if yo Church be guilty of proving 
1dem per idem, the Apoftolical Church was ſo too. Vor you tell us, 7 hat 4 
Settary might, in the Apoſtles times, have araned a01:aft th: Apoſlolical Church, 
by the Very ſame method his Lordſhip here ufes avatnſt the pre feat Catholick Church. 
For, if you ask the Chriſtians ther, Why they believe the whole Doctrine of the 
Apoſtles, to be the ſole true Catholick Faith, their Anſwer ts, Breanſe 11 15 agree 
able to the Doftrine of Chriſt. If you ask them, How they kaow it tobe fo, they 
will produce the words, ſentences, and works of Chriſt, who tanolt it. But, if 
you ask a third time, By what means they are aſſured, that theſe l eff in:cnies do in- 
ared make for them or their cauſe, or are really the Teſtimonies aid Dottrine of 
Chriſt, they will zot then have reconrſe to thoſe Teſtimonies or Doctrine, but thor 
Anſwer is, They know it to be ſo, becauſe the preſent Apoſtolick Church doth wht- 
wejs it. Ana ſoby conſequence prove idem per idem. hs the $c/.iny. I know 
not whether your faculty be better at framing Queſtions or Anſwers to 
them ; I amſure it is extraordinary at both. Is1t not enough to be ina C:r- 
cl: your ſelves, but you mult needs bring the 4po/?/cs into it too? at leaſt, if 
you may have the management of their Dottrine, you would do it. The 
ſhort Anſwer to all this, is, That the ground why the Chr/t:2x5 did afſent to 
the Apoſtles Doctrine, as true, was, becauſe God gaveruſficient evidence, 
that their 7 e/t1m20ny ws rafall:ble, infuch things where ſuch [;/:/;þ:1+'3 was 
requitite. For you had told us before, That the Anroftles did confirm their 
words with ſtors that followed, by which [i2as all thiir hearers were bound to (:b- 
mit theinſelves nuto them, and to acknowledoe their words for infallible Oracle's of 
[ruth. Was not hereFhen ſufficient ground for aſſent in the Pr:zzitrve 
Chriſtians, to the Apoſtlcs Dottrize? Not as you weakly imagine, becauſe 
the Doctrine of the Apoſtles was fuitable to the Doctrine of Chriſt; for the 
ground why they afſented to the Doctr ie of Chriſt, was, becauſe of the Te- 
{t1m2ny of the Avoſtlsy, And theretore, toliy, They believed the Dottrine 
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of the Apoſi/cs, becaulſc it was agreeable to the Dodrize of Chrift, and then 
that they believed the Do@riae of Chriſt, becauſe it was ſuitable to the 7 e- 
ſtimony ot the Apoſit f, IS a Ci;cle fit for none but your ſelt, and that lilly 
perſon of your own moulding, whom you call the Sectary, It were worth 
conſidering too, Flow the works of Chriſt could prove the Doctrine of the A; 9- 
ftles ſuitable to his own. I had thought Chris works had proved hitown 7 © 
ſtimoay to be tre, and not the Apoſtles Dottrine to be conlonant to his : 
The works of Chrift ſhew us the reaſon, why he was to be believed io what 
he delivered ; and did not the works of the Apoſtles do lo too ? What need 
then any ING enquire further, why the Apoſtles Dotrins was to 
be believed ? Wis it not on the ſame account that the Do&rizc of Chriſt was 
tobe believed ! But, lay you, How ſhould you kaow their Dettrime was the ſame ls 
What, do vou want an infallible Teſtimony for this too? or, do you believe 
that God can contradict himſelt ; or that Chri/7 ſhould ſend ſuch to. deliver 
his Do&71ze to the world, and attelt it with zz/racles who ſhould fallite and 
COrruPpt it ? Now, you will ſay, I AM COME CUT TO yor, ana "7 3 As JOY as 
that th» Apoſtles Teſtimony was to be believed, becauſe of the pregnant and co 
wincns Motives of Credibility. Thus, I grant ; but mult be excuſed as to 
what follows, "That theſe ſame Motives moved the Primitive Ciriſtians, and 
us, inozwy reſpective times, to believe the Church, Prove but that, andl yield 
the cauſe. But till then, I pray, give us leave tohtlieve that {till you prove 
idems per iden 3 and your Anſwers are hike your Proofs; tor this we have 
had often already, and have ſufficiently examined betore : as likewile your 
other Coccyſ22 about the Formal Object of Faith, and certain inducement s tO AC- 
cept the Churches Inf-zllibility ; which I ſhall not think worth repeating, tall 
you think what I have ſaid againlt it before, worth anſwering. 

Your ſecond Inſtance 1s, ad homizem ; whereby you would prove, 7 4:t 
if he acknowledee the Church infallible in l'undameztals, he muſt prove idem per 
idein,.zs much ts you do. For (lay you) if he be demanded 4 reaſon why he believes 
ſuch Points as he calls Fundamental, his Anſwer is, becauſe they are aareesble to 
the Doctrine of Chriſt. If he be asted, How he knows then to be ſo, he will, ao 
doubt, produce the words, ſentences and works of Chriſt, who taught the ſaid Fun- 
dam: atal Porats. But, if he be asked a third time, By what means he is aſſared, 
that th:ſe Teſtimonies do make for him, then he will aot have reconrſe to the words 
themſlwes, i.e. to the Bible, but his final Aaſirer will be, He ko:vs them to be 
ſo, and that they do make for him, becauſe the preſent Church doth 1af:ll:bly wit- 
zefs ſo much from Tradition, and according to 1 raditio, which 75 (lay you) to 
prove dem per idem, as much zs we, Tings are not always jult as you 
would have them : It we allow you to make both Objections and Anſwers 
for us, no doubt you are guilty of no Abſurdity fo great, but we ſhall be 
equally guilty of it. But, 1t 15 the nature both of your Relr270 and Arou- 
2:#ts not to be able to ſtand a 7 ra! : but however, they muſt undergo it. 
I ſay then, that granting the Church 7afallible in the beliet of Fundamentals, 
it doth not follow that we mult prove zdew per zdexr, as you do, For, when 
weask you, Why you believe your Doctrineto be the /o!» Catholic Faith, 
your final Anſwer 1s, becauſe your Church 7s infllible ; which is anſwering 
by the very 2:7 1n Queſtion, tor you have no other way to judge of the 
Catholick Faith, but by the Infallibility of vour Church ; but when you ask 
us, Why we believe luch an Article to be [':241m-atzl ; as for Initance, 
1h:it Chriſt will oive Eternal Life to themn that obey him, we anſwer, not be- 
caule the Ch»rch, which is infallible in Fuzd.z-eetals, delivers it tobe lo, 
which were an{wering /dew2 per 1dems but weappeal to that common reaſon 
which is in mankind, Whether, it the Doctrine of Chr/? be true, this can 
be other than a F:2d.unentil Article of it ; it being that, without which the 
whole deſign of Chr:ſ{:az Religion comes to nothing. Therefore you much 
meſtake, 
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witake, when you think we reſolve our Faith of Fzdamextals info the 
Ch rch as the :nfall:ble Witnr fs of them ; Tor, rhough the Church may be «4. 
+:/:5/1n the bcliet of all things Fundamental ( tor otherwiſe it were not 4 
C1: if ir did not believe them) it doth not thence neceſſarily. follow,'t h.t 
the C911 mult :#fxllibly witur fr what is Fundamental, and what not. Ir is 
fificicnt that the Church doth deliver from the conſent of univerſal Tradirt- 
on, that :zf/:ble Rule of Faith (which, to be ſure, contains all things Fun- 
da-mental in it) though ſhe never meddle with the deciding what Points are 
Fundauit!, and what not. It you therefore ask me, Why I believe any 
Point fuppoled Frzdazwmtil, T anſwer, By all the evidence which aſſures 
me, thar the Do: containing that Point, 15 of Divize Revelrtion ; If 


bl 


you ask me, How I know that this Pozzr 1s part of that Do7ri2, T appe | 


tothe common {eſe and reaſon of the world, as to things plainly Fundaney: x; 
2nd therefore by this means your third Queſtion is prevented, How I kzow t.;s 
to be the meaniz of thoſe words ; tor, 1 ſupp6le, no one that can tell, rhat 
two andtwo make four, can queſtion but if the Dodrime of Chriſt be truc, 
the belief of it is neceffary to Salvation, which 1s it we mean by Fundam: 
za. Either therefore prove it necetſary, that the Church mult 7af::4:bly wir. 
ff what is Fundamental, and what not; and thar we mult rely on ſuch a 
Teſtimony in the belief of Fundamentals, or you prove nothing at all to 
your purpoſe, no more than your convincing Morives of Cred'bil1ty, which, 
were they made into a grand Salad, would know the way to the '/ab/e, they 
are ſerved ſo often up : But, I have found them ſo dry, and infipid already, 
I have no encouragement to venture on them any more. 

But, ſtill you are deſervedly afraid we ſhould not think worthily enough 
of your Churches Infallibility. You therefore tell us very wilcly, that this 
Intallibility 15 not a thing, that is not infallible ; For, ſay you, Which 1afill:- 
bility muſt come from the Holy Ghoſt, and be more than humane or moral, and 
therefore muſt be truly ſupernatural, exc. Tt is well youtell us of luch a rare 
diſtinQion of Infallibility ; for elſe, I aſſure you, we had never thought of 
it, viz. ofan Ifallibility that may be deceived, and an Infallbility that cannot 
be deceived, or, in your words, a humane and moral Inf.illibility, and a ſupcr- 
natural 4rvine Infall;bility, Toeale you therefore of your fears, I folemn!y 
promiſe you, that when Tbelieve your Chrrch 1#fall:ble, T will not believe it 
to have a h11are, zaoral Tnfallibility, but ſupernatural and divine, That 1, 
when I bclieve her infallible, I believe her infallible. Your mind being caſe] 
of this grand tear, you think all the difficulty is over, and that you are out of 
any pothbility of a C:zcle;but I have endeavoured before to ſhew, you are not 
intallibie in that : For the charge you exhibit againſt the Bop, rs rhoneh you 
had left him tumbling in the Circle you had fo eaſily oot ont of ; Tihall conſider it 
in its due time and place ; but, it one may guels at buing in a Crrcle by tem 
blizz, you will not ſeem very tree from it, who leem to beat very little eaſe 
by vour impatience of being held to the /z4jed in hand. | 

Well, but yct our Conceptions mult once more be reaihed as to the na- 
ture of this Intallibility ; before our danger was leaſt, we ſhould have belic- 
vedit 70 be ozly a humane, moral, and not ſupernatural Infallibility, and now 
we are bid have a care left we think it to be any more, than in a ſort, and tn ſon? 
maner divine. Bur, what kind of tranſcendental thing is this Infallitility ? 
It is not <1, nor yet divizc, and yet it 15 upernatural , which 1s lcarce :2 
ſome fort, Or 1n 1mm: mer ſenſe. How comes tt to be ſuper natry 4, if it be not 
divize? Or, 1s1t naturally ſupernatural, and humanely divine ? It mult not then 
be called d/v/nc, but, 72 a many, ard after a fort : Bat yit (lay you) (o fir as 
COACCY HS preciſ- Lafall:hilty, - Or certain Connexion with 'l ruth, tt is fotruly ſcuper- 
ratural and certain, that in this reſpeft it yields nothing to the Scripture it ſelf. 
theſcarc your own words : And if you did not believe / ranſub/tantiation, 1 
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ſhould think this the greateſt oz-ſe/e inthe world. But, What doth that 
Infall:bility which 1s more than 72 a ſort divine, import beyond what you af. 

ſett doth belong to the Church ? Is that any more than preciſe Irfallibility, 

and certain Conmxion with Truth, and ſuch as 1s 1n the Scripture, and all this 

your Ch:rch hath, and yet, when we ſay fo, ſhe drops a Conr?7?ſir, and crys, 

No, forjooth, though jhe be infallible, yet ſhe deſires to be excuſed, ſhe is not 

iafallible, but ewly 2s if one ſould ſay in a manner, and after a ſort, and fo forth. 

Juſt as it one ſhould ask a new married woman, Whether ſhe were certain- 

{ marricd to ſuch a man, and ſhe ſhould anſwer 2s to wh.t concerns marrying, 
ſhe was certainly married, but yet ſhe was not abſolutely married, but only iz 2 

manner, and after a ſort. This is ſo great a myſtery,you will oblige the world 

much to inform it a little more fully in theſe following Queſtions, What 

kind of I7fallrbility that is, which 1s ſupernatural, and by the aſſiſtance of the Ho- 

ly Ghoſt, which is equal to the Scripture tt ſelf” in point of Certainty and Infallibi- 

lity (your own words) and yet 15 not drvize,but 17 a manner,and after a fort : yp, 4.1. af 
And what way we ſhould come to underſtand that manner azd ſort ,and what 

dearees and ſorts there are in 1allibility ? Whether any cnung, lofaras It 1s 
infallible, be not abſolutely, as well as preciſely iafallible : and whether that 
which 1s but 72 a ſort divine, be not iz a ſort not divine ; Whether that which 
is in 4 ſort not divine, be not likewiſe in the [ime ſort mot infallible 
( ſince all this Infalltbility, by your own Confteſhion, is from the Holy Ghoſt) 
and whether this be not an excellent way iz a maxz:7, and after a ſort, to re- . 
concile Contradictions. For, ifa man ſhould ask you, Whether one might 
be, and not be, at the ſame time ; you might eaſily tell him, That ab/o/ztely 
and. preciſe/y he cannot be,and not be; but ;2 4 manrer,and after a ſort,he may 
be, and not be, together. You have cauſe therefore to make much of this 
diſtinction, and you never need fear baffling, as long as you carry it about 
with you ; it 15a moſt excellent preſervative againſt all the bazrerres of ſeaſe 
ani reaſon, Put leſt yet, forall this, we ſhould apprehend ſomething by 
this /2 a m42er, and after a ſort, as though they were-lome odd diminiſh- 
ing terms : You tellus, No; Catholick Divines,. by this manner of ſpeaking, 
do 701 tiitend to deny the Church to be equal even to Scripture it ſelf in point of 
Certainty and Infallibility, What is now become of our »2azzer 124 ſort, 
when the Church dares juſ/tle with the Scripture for the upper hard, at lealt for 
an equal place as to I»fallibility ? What then 15 the intent of this diſtinQi- 
on ? /t 7s to ſhew the prerogatives of Scripture above the Definitions of the Church. 
Thisdoth well however to follow the reſt, it comes fo near toa contradittion, 
for if the Church be equal to Scripture in point of Certainty and Infallibility, 
. What prerogative can be left to the Scrrptare above the Church ? whertthat 
whicli makes it Scripture,and the Rule of Faith 1s only its Certa/zty and Inf al- 
libility ? Yes,you tell us, The Scripture doth much exceed the Church in regard of 
its larger extent of Truth : becauſe there not only every reaſon,but every word and 
tittle it matter of Faith ;but in the Definitions of the Church neither the arguments, 
reaſons, nor words,are abſolutely ſpeaking matters of Faith,but only the thing decla- 
red to be ſuch. Exccllent good ſtill, and all ofa piece ! I commend you, that 
you would not offer to mix any thing of /ex/# in ſogood a diſcourſe : For x. - 
How comes the Scripture to have a larger extext of 1 ruth, than the Church, if 
we cannot know what 77th is in the Scriptrebut trom the Church ? 2, How I 
every word and tittle comes tobe matter of Faith iz Scripture, and not in the 

Charch, when you ſay, The Church is equal to the Scrptere in point of Cer- 

tainty and Tnfallibility ? 2. How any word ard tittle can be any where a matter 

of Faith ? Thad thought, it had been the ſez/eand 2hing underſtood by thoſe 

words, had been matters of Faith ; and then it is all one with the Scriptare * 

and Church ; for you ſay, as to the Church, the thing declared 1s 2 


matter of' Faith ? 4. What that thing is, which is declared by the Church, 
} wick 
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which is neither aronhents, reaſons nor words; and if it doth conſilt of theſe, 
how one can be believed, and not the other : Doth your <chxrch declare 
things ſo zakedly, as to do it without arguments, reaſons or words *® [hat 
{be can doit without words, it is hard to beheve , but very eaſe that ſhe 
cando it without arguments or reaſons. 5. Are men bound to believe whar ſhe 
{o declares, without arauments and reaſons too? It they be, ſhew whence thar 
Cb1;24tion comes z and when you attempt that, you endeavour to ſhew ſome 
argimezt aud reaſon why they ſhould believe it. 5. What do you mean, that 
theſe arouments, reaſons and words, are not abſolutely ſpeatiag matters of Faith ? 
it ſhould ſcem then, that coarrionally they may be ſo, and then ſhew the 
difference between them, and thoſe in Scripture. 7. How 1s1t poſſible for 
us to aſſent to any thing as .z zaatter of Faith, f we do not firſt aſſear to the 2r- 
C1RenAts, reaſons and words, by which you would pesſwade us to believe the 
ching to be declared by the Church, and what is declared by the Church is 
true. 8, Whether, when you ſay, 7 hat iz the Scriptere every word and tittle 
is matter of Faith, at leaſt implicitely, and neceſſarily to be believed by all that 
knew it to be a part of Scripture ; this will not equally hold asto the Chrrch 
too, that every word and tittle, is matter of Faith, at left implicitely to all thit 
know it to be a part of the Charch:s Definition * And where then lyes the prero- 
gative of Scripture above the Church ? Beſides, you tell us, 7 he Church hath 
certain limits,and can define nothing, but what was either revealed before, or hath 
ſuch connexion with it,as it may be rationally and logically deduced from :t,as apper- 
taining to the Declaration and Defence of that which was before revealed. That 
herein you conſult much for the honour of the Scripture above the Church, 
will appear when you have anſwered theſe Queries. 1. When the belief and 
ſeriſe of Scr:prure depend according to you, upon the Chrrches Teſtimony, 
Whether hath more limits, the Church or Scripture? For, whatever 1s un 
Scriptnre, maſt as to us have its Authority from the Church; and therefore 
your Church ſets what bounds ſhe pleaſes as to things revealed in Scripture. 
2. Who ſhall be Judge, whether your Church define nothing but what was 
revealed before, when, according to you, we can have no aſſurance as to 
any Divine Revelation, but from the Judgement of your Church? 3. When 
your Chrch defines things to be matters of Faith, which we think are not only 
aot tygically and rationally d: duced from Scripture but plainly reprgnant to it, How 
can we believe that ſhe doth not pretend to reveal ſomething which was 
not revealed before ? 4. Is that rational and logical deduction from Scripture fut- 
ficient to perſwade any rational man or no? If not, Why ule you thoſe 
terms? ifitbe, What need your Churches Definition, in a thing that is obvi- 
ous toany ones reaſon ? 5. Mult we believe your Church abſolrrely, as to what 
iS rationally and logically deduced from Scripture ? It fo, then, when ſhe de- 
clares her own 1zfallibility, we mult believe that to be rationally deduced, Les 
caule ſhe declaresit. 6. Doth your Church make uſe of Logick and Reaſon 
in her ccductions ? then, Why may not every one elſe ? unleſs ſhe hath on- 
ly the gitt of Logick and Rez/oz, which, Iſuppole, you will ſay, is but x 4 
manner, and after a ſort. 

Moreover, fay you, 7he Church hath the receiving and interpretin? Scripture 
forits end , and conſequently is in that reſpect inferionr to it. But, lor nheſe end 
do you mean ? the Churches, or the Scriptures end? If the /atter ; Shew us how 
any «xd of Scripture is attained by your Churches interpretation ; if you mean 
the Churches exa, I verily believe you, that your Church pretends to the re- 
ceiving and interpreting Scy/pture for her own ends, and conſequently, in that 
reſpect, ſhe makes the Scriptyre inferiour to her. | 
| Here again we mect with another picce of your Erraztry, in attempting 
to vindicate your DoArine from the exchantment of another contradidtion. Tut 
ſay, Ton held it neceſſary, that we are to believe the Scriptures to be the Word of 
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God upon drvine Authority ; and yer, youtell us, That the Church's Anthori- 
ty, 0a which we are to believe the Scriptures ts but in (om? fort, and cfter a man- 
aer Divine. This ſeems to have a huge reſemblance to a Contradiction ; 
orelſe you mult ſay, That it is not neceſlary that we believe the Scriptrres On 
a ſemply Divine Authority, but only on ſuch a one as is 7x ſome ſort, and ofter 
a maner Divine; For, it you make the ſame Authority to be Diviz: b/9- 
/utely in your pretence, and only after 4 ſort in your Application, you reach 
not the thing you promiſed. If there be not, as you lay, any necel/ity of de- 
ſending the Churches Authority to be ſimply Divine, in anſwering that 2: tion, 
How we know Scripture to be Scripture, then there can be no neceſlity of al- 
ſerting, that we are bound to beligye rhe Scriptures ro be the Word of God 
pou Divine Authority? Whuch yet is your aſſertion before ; bur yet you 
would fain diſtinguiſh between that which is abſolutely infallible, and divine ; the 
Churches Authority (you ſay) muſt be the former hut cannaot be the latter ; when 
yet this Infallibility 1s, as you again tell us, By rhe promiſed affiſtance of the 
Holy Ghoſt. Thele are fit hedges to keep in Cuckows, but none elſe. 

But, as you are {till ottand on, ſometimes ſeeming ro go forward, and then 
{tepping back again ; ſometimes anſwering, ſomerimes proving, which are 
great arguiments of a dilturbed mind, or a being ina Labyrinth, which you 
take many ſteps in, but can tind no way out of, leit you ſhould ſeem not 
ſufficiently to contradict your felt: You go about to prove, 7 hat the Autho- 
rity, teachins Scripture to be the Word of God, muft be abſolutely infall;ble ; If 
you prove that, I will undertake to prove it mult be ſimply Divine ; Bur, let 
us ſee however, how irretragably you prove it. ad the imprediate Reaſon, 
Why the Authority teaching Scripture to be the Mord of God, mnt be abſolutely 
infallible, is, becauſe it is an Article of Chriſtian Faith, that all thoſe Books 
which the Charch hath defined for Canonical Scripture, are the Word of God ; and 

ſeeing every Article of Faith muſt be revealed, or taught by Divine Authority, 
this alſo muſt be revealed, and conſequently no Authority 1:fi than Divine, is ſaf- 
ficient to move us to believe it as an Article of Faith, Bur 1. Is it not poſſible 
for you to utter lo many words without a contradiction ? Were you not juſt 
before diſtinguiſhing that Authority which is D:v4ze, from that which is 

abſolutely infallivlez and but z a manner, and after a fort Divine ? And yet 
here, that Authority which you call ab/o/utely 7nfallible, inthe former part of 

your Argument; in the laſt you explain it, No Authority lefs than Divine ; 

Doth it not then follow, that an Authority ab/o/ntely infallible, 1s an Autho- 

rity 70 /eſſthan Divine. But to let that paſs among the reſt of his Brethren, 

2. Why take you this needleſs pains to prove that which you ſay before, 

Tou and your Adverſary are agreed in. 3. Suppoſing you {houid meet with 

{ome who ſhould queſtion this, as it js probable you may do before we part ; 

I think it no dithcult thing toanſwer this Argument of yours, which, in 

ſhort, is, Every Article of Faith muſt be believed: upow Divine Authority, but 

that the Scriptures are the Word of God, is an Article of' Faith, To which I 

anſwer, If by az Article of Faith, you mean, that we mult give an «zdorbted 

aſſeat to, then grant, that this is a» Article off Faith, but deny, that every 

ſuch Article muſt be believed upon Divine Authority ; it by an Article off Faith 

you mean ſomething to be believed upon D:v:ze / eti»102y, then T grant, that 

every ſuch 4rt:c/e muſt be built on Di/vize Authority, but ſhall delire you to 

prove, that that F2ith whereby I believe Scripture to be Scriptire, mult be 

built on a Divexe Teſtimony, For, T cannot fee, how any, who ſay lo, can 

free themſelves from a Circle: and of all perſons, you have the leaſt reaſon 

to layſo; ſor you deny the Chrches Teſtimony to be properly Divixe, and 

wirhal the Argument is very eaſily retorted upon your ſelf, For, fay you; 

H ht: ver is an Article of Faith, MH2't /t be belicurd on Divine Anthor it Y, hat that 

the Churgh is infallible, I ſeuppeſe, toro is an Anticle of Faith : Name there- 
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fore what Divine Authority the belief of thas is built upon ? But, Do not 
you ſay, the belict of that 1s built on the Moz:ves of Credibility, and, I ſup- 
pole,you diſtinguiſh them trom Divine Authority, or elſe they cap do you no | 


lervice for avoiding the Crele: Either theretore deny that yorr Churches Infal- 
bbility is ax Article of Faith, Or elle deny 1t to be necellary, thar every Arti- 
cle of Faith, mult be built oa Divine Authority, and _ farewel yours 
old friends the Motives of Credibility ; or ele, you ſee, How neceſſary it is 
for you,if you will vindicate your ſelf from contradiction, to-anſwer this Ar- 
gument? and when you have done ſo, you will believe I did not much dread 
the force of it. The reſt of that Paragraph, 1sa bare Repetition, the fourth 
or fifth time, of your diſtinction about the Formal! Object of Faith ,, and 
the izfallible Aſſurance of it, which is a thing 1n it elf ſo incongruous, and 
unreaſonab!e, that I had thoughts mean enough of you, whenT met with ir 
firſt ; but have much meaner, now I meet withit lo often, forT ſee, as piti- 
ful a ſhift as it is, you haveno other to make uſe of on all occaſions. 

His Lordſhip goes on to prove that, fince it 1s confeſſed between him and 
his Adverſary, hat we muſt be able toprove the Scriptures to be the Word of 
God, by ſome Authority that is abſolutely Divine ; this Authority cannot be that 
of the Church. For the Church conſiſts of men ſubject toerrour ; and all the parts 
beins liable to, miſtaking, and fallible, the whole cannot poſſibly be infallible in 
and of it ſelf, and priviledged from being atecerved in ſome things or other. To 
this you anſwer, His Lordſhip*s Argument (that the whole may err, becauſe eve- 
ry part mayerr) is diſproved by himſelf, becauſe in Fundamentals he grants the 
nhole Church cannot err, and yet that any particular man may err even in thoſe 
points, But, is it not plain, that his Lordſhips defign is to prove, that if al 
the parts are fallible, the Authority of the whole cannot be ſimply Divine? and 
therefore he ſaith himſelf, that in Fundamentals, in which the Univerſal 
Church cannot err, her Authority 1s zot Divine, becauſe the Church is tyed to 
the uſe of means. You mult therefore prove, that when every part is ac- 
knowledged fall;be, the Authority of the whole in propounding any thing 
to be believed, can be izfallible in and of it felf : I cannot theretore under- 
ſtand, how the perteRion of Infallibilicy inthe propoſition of any Obje& to 
be believed, can be applied to the whole Church, when every particular 


memb.r of it inſucha Propoſition is ſuppoſed to be tallible. 7he Arch-Brſhop 


therefore tells you, 1 hat there is ſpecial immediate Revelation requiſite to the we- 
ry leaſt depree of Divine Authority ; to avoid which, you would fain prove, 
that there may be abſolute Infallibility, without Divine Authority, and immediate 
Aſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt, in delivering Objetts of Faith, without immediate 
Revelation. Youtell us therefore, Thouzh the Church uſe means, yet ſbe re 
cerves not her Infallibility from them, but from the Aſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt, 
which makes her Definitions truly infaltkle, though they be not new Revelations.” 
But, How do you prove, that any thing but an /zzmediate Divine Revelatre 
02 can make ſuch a Divize Teſtimony which is ſuppolcd neceſſary for the be- 
Le of Scripture to be Scripture ? How can you make it appear, that there 
can be [»f/l:b/lity in the Concluſion, where there was not Iafallibility in judg- 
ing of the Truth of the Premiſes? You ſay, By the Aſſiſtance of the Holy 
Ghoſt, But why ſhould you not believe ſuch an Aſſiſtance in the oze, as 
well as the other ? It rherefore you allert, that the $7ri of God doth nor al- 
{iſt intallibly inthe »/e of the means, but only in the coxcluſion, then it mult 
be an 7mmeatare Revelation; for what clc it ſhould be, is not intelligible. 
tor, Ihad thought the Revcl/ition had been 1mm dine when ſomewhat 
more was diſcovercd than all ſe of cars could attain to : therefore the 
Churches I»fallbility mult be a inecr Enthuſiaſm. No, ſay you, Becasſe it 
vly declares what was formerly revealed. Though that be a Queſtion among 
6117 of your ſelves; yet, ſuppoſing it to be fo, it clears not the buſineſs. 
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For, ſuppole that God had ſuperzaturally aſſiſted the Unaerſt.nding of any Pro 
phet 1n declaringa Prophecy which had been revealed before, Would not this 
have been as immediate a Revelation to that Prophet, as if it had been a New 
Prophecy ? And the caſe is the ſame here ; for, thouglfyou ſay, the Material 
Objects of Faith be revealed before, yet we cannot know the Formal Object 
of Faith, without your Churches declaration, fo that on your Principles there 
cannot lyec an Obligation to Faith on us, without your Churches Definition ; 
and theretore that 1s as neceſlary os, as immediate Revelation; -and to the 
Church it ſclf, when you ſay, [he Ifallibility proceeds ſo immediately from 
God, that if the Churchſhould fall into errour, that would be aſcribed to God as 
much 45 in caſe of Divine Revelation, What difference can you make between 
them ? For, it is not, Whether the Object be new or old, which makes an 
immmediate Revelation , but the immediate Impreſſion of it on the underſtand- 
ing. For it the Sp/rit of God doth immediately diſcover toany one, a thing 
knowable by natural cauſes, is it any thing the leſs an immediate Divine 
Revelation ? So it mult be in things already revealcd, if the ſame things be 
diſcovered in an :mmediate 1fallihle manner to the mind of any, the Revela. 
tion is as immediate as 1t they had never been revealed before. | 
Your laſt Parazraph attords us {till more evidence of your /e/f-contradiiting 

taculty; for which we needno more than lay your words together. Your 
words next betore were, If the Church ſhould fall into errour, it would be as 
much aſcribed to God himſelf, as incaſe of immediate Divize Revelation ; but 
here you add ; Neither is it neceſſary for us to affirm, that the Definition of the 
Charch, is Goals 1mmeatate Revelation ; as, if” the Definition were falſe, Gods 
Revelation muſt be alſo ſuch : It is enonzh for us to aver, that Gods Promiſe would 
be infringed, as truly it would in that Suppoſition. From which we may learn 
very uſeful inſtruttions. r. That Gods Promiſe may be iafringed, and yet 
Gods Revelation not proved to be falſe : But whence came that Promile ? 
Was it not a D:vi/ze Revelation? if it was undoubtedly ſuch, Can ſuch a 
Promiſe be falſe, and not Gods Revelation? 2. That though if the Church 
err, God mult be fa//ible, yet for all this, all Gods Revelations may re- 
main 7zfa/l/b/., 3. That though the only ground of I»fa/libility be the im- 
mediate AſſiſFance of the Holy Ghoſt, which gives as great an Izfallibility, as 
ever was in Proyhets and Apoſtes;yet we mult not ſay, That ſuch an Infallibi- 
lity doth ſuppolc an 7z2---d:ate Revelation. 4. That though Gods Veracity 
would be deſtroyed, if the Ch»rch ſhould define any thing for a point of Ca- 0 
tholick Faith, which were not reveaied from God, which are yaur next 
words; yet we are not tothink, if her Definition befalle, Gods Revelation 
mult be alſo ſuch, which are your words foregoing. Thoſle are excellent 
Corollaries to conclude fo profound a diſcourſe with. And, 2f the Biſhop (as 

ou ſay) had little re. 107 tO accuſe you for MANKANnng a party, I am ſure, I have 
[eb toadmire vou, for ror ſeeking [ruth ; and whatever animoſity you are ted 
by, I hope I have made tt evident, you are led by very little retfon. 
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CHAP. VL 
Of the Infallibility of Traditipn. 


Of the unwritten Word, and the neceſſary Inpredients of it. The Inſlances for 
it particularly examined and diſproved. The Fathers Rule for examining 
Traditions. No unwritten Word the Foundation of Divine Faith. In what 

\ ſenſe Faith may be ſaid to be Divine. Of Tradition being known by its own 
light, and the Canon of the Scripture. 1 he Teſtimony of the Spirit, how far 
pertinent to this Controverſie. Of the nſe of reaſon in the reſolution of Faith. 
T. C's D:alogue anſwered, with another between himſelf and a Sceptick. A 
twofold reſolution of Faith, into the Dotrine, and into the Books. Several Ob- 
jedtions anſwered from the Suppoſition made of a Child brought np without ſight 
of Scripture. Chriſt no Ignoramus wor Impoſtor though the Church be aot 1n- 
fallible. T.C.”s Blaſphemy in ſaying otherwiſe. The Teſtimonies of Irenzus 
and S. Auguſtin examined and retorted. Of the nature of infallible Certainty, 
as to the Canon of Scripture ; and whereon it is grounded, The Teſtimonies 


produced by his Lordſhip vindicated. 


Ou begin this Chaprer with as much confidence, as if you had ſpoken 
nothing but Oractes 1n the foregoing. YMhether the Biſhop or you were 


more hardly put to it, let any indifferent Reader judge : If he did, as you ay, 


tread on the brink of a Circle; we have made it appear, notwithſtanding al 

our evaſions, that you are left in the middle of it. The reaſon of his fal- 
ing on the unwritten Word, zs zot his fear of ſtooping to the Church, to ſhew 
it him, and finally depend on her Authority; but to ſhew the unreaſonable- 
neſs of your —_—_ who talk much of an unwritten Word, and are 
not able to prove any ſuch thing. J1f he will zot believe any unwritten Word, 
but what i ſhewn him delivered by the Prophets and Apoſtles, 1 think he 
hath a great deal of reaſon for ſuch incredulity, unleſs you could ſhew 
him ſome aſſurance of = unwritten Word, that did not come from the 
Apoſtles. Though he delired zot to read unwritten Words in their Books, 
which 1s a wiſe Queſtion you ask; yet he reaſonably requeſted ſome cer- 
tain evidence of what you pretend to be ſo, that he might not have ſo big 
a Faith as to ſwallow into his belief, that every thing which his adverſa- 
ry fays is the uzwrittex Word, 1s fo indeed. 1f it be not your deſire he ſhould, 
we have the greater hopes of ſatisfaction from you ; but if you crave rhe 
indifferent Readers Patience, till he hear reaſon from you, Tam afraid his pati- 
ence will be tryed, before you come to it. But, whatever ir is, it muſt be 
examined. 

Though your diſcourſe concerning this amwrirter Word, be as the reſt 
are, very confuſed and immethodical, yet I concgyve the defignand ſub- 
ſtance of it lyes in theſe particulars, as will appear in the cxamination of 
them. 

:. That there is an unwritten Word, which mult be believed by us, 
containing ſuch doQrinal Traditions, as arc warranted by the Ch:rch for 
Apoſtolical. : | 

2. Thatthe ground of bcelicving this unwritten Word, is from the Infal- 
Iibility of the Church, which defines it to be fo. 

3- That our belief of the S:r/ptrres mult be grounded on ſuch an un- 
written Word, which 1s warranted by the Church : under each of theſe 
[ _ examine faithfully what belongs to them in your indigelted dil- 
co ric, 
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The firſt of theſe is taken from your own words; where you tell us; 
1hat onr Enſurancer in the main Principle of” Faith concerning the Scriptures be- 
ing the word of God,is Apoſtolical Tradition;ind well may it be ſo,for ſuch Traditi- 
on declared by th» Church, is the unwritten word of God, And you atter tell us; 
That every Doftrine, which any particular perſoz may pleaſe to call Tradition, is 
not therefore to be received as Gods unwritten word; but ſich dottrinal Tradztt- 
ons ouly, as are warranted to us by the Church for truly Apoſtalical, which are con- 
{equently Gods nnvritten Word. So that theſe three things are neceſſary in- 


P.46.ch.6.n.v. 


gredients of this unwritten Word. 1. That it muſt be orig1nally Apoſtolical, 


and not only ſo, but it muſt be of Divize Revelation to the Avoſtles too. For 


otherv.iſe 1t cannot be Gods Word at all, and therefore not his »-vrirte 


Word. 1 quarrel not at all with you for ſpeaking of an unwritten Word, if 
you could prove it ; for it is evident to me, that Gods Word 1s no more ſo; 
by being written or printed, than if it were not fo : for the writing adds no 
Authority to the Word, but only is a more certain means of conveying it to 
us. Itis theretore Gods Word, as 1t proceeds from him ; and that which is 
now his r7:itten Word, was once his uzwrittes Word: but however, what- 
cver is Gods Word, muſt come trom him, and ſince you derive the ſource of 
the unvritten Word from the Apoſtles, whatever you call an uz vr/tten word, 
you mult be ſure to derive its pedigree down trom them. So that infifting 
on that point of time, when this was declared and owned for an 1zrrittez 
Word, you muſt be able to ſhew, that it came from the Apo/tles, otherwile 
it cannot be owned as an Aoſtolical Tradition. 2. That what you call an 
unwritten Word, malt be ſomething doftrinal; 1o you call them your felf 
dorinal Traditions, i.e. fuch as contain in them ſomewhat do2marical or 
neceſſary to be believed by us: and thence it was, this Controverſie roſe 
from the Diſpute concerning the futficiency of the Scriptures, as a Rule 
of Faith, Whether that contained all Gods Word, or all matters to be belie- 
vedor no; or, Whether there were not ſome Obje&s of Faith, which were 
never written, but conveyed by Tradition ? 3. That what is thus 4o&r7zal, 
muſt be declared by the Church to bean Apoſtolic! Tradition; which you in 

terms aſſert, | 
According then to theſe Rules we come to examine the Evidences by you 
produced for ſuch an uz-wriztex Word. For which, you firft produce ſeveral 
Inſtances out of S. Auſtin, of ſuch thinrs which were in his time judged to be 
ſach, 1. e. doftrinal Traditions derived from the Apoſtles, and have ever ſince 
been conſerved and eſteemed ſuch in the whole Church of Chriſt. The farſt you 
inſtance in, is that we now treat of, That Scripture is the Mord of God, tor 
which you propoſe the known place wherein he affirms he ſhould not be- 
live the Goſpel, but for the Authority of the Church moving him thereto. But 
this proves nothing to your purpoſe, unleſs you make it appear, that the 
Authority of the Church could not move him 70 believe the Goſpel, unletsthar 
Authority be ſuppoſed to be an uzwrirtex Word. For, I will ſuppoſe, that 
S. 4»ſtiz, or any other rational man might be ſufficiently induced to be- 
lieve the Goel, on the account of the Churches Authority, not as deli- 
vering atiy dodtrinal Tradition in the nature of an unwritten "9rd, but as 
atteſting that Univerſul Tradition, which had been among all Chriſtians 
concerhing it. Which Univerſal Tradition 1s norhing elſe but a convey- 
ing dowri to us the judgement of /exſe and rerſoa in the preſent caſe. For 
the Primitive Chriſtians being beſt able to judge as ro what Authentick 
Writings came from the Apoſtles, hot by any unwritten Word, but by the 
uſe of all moral means, it cannot reaſonably be {uppoſed, that the ſuc- 
ceſſive Chriſtians ſhould imbezzle theſe Authentick Records, and ſubſti- 
tute others in the place of them. When therefore Manichens pretended 
the Authenticalneſs of ſome other writings, belides thoſe then owned Dy 
the 
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the Church, S. Avſtindid no more than any reafonable man would do in 
the likecale, v2. appeal to the Univerſal [ radition of the Catholick Church , 
pon the account of which, he ſays, He was induced to believe the Goſpel 
it ſelf, /.e. not ſo much the Do##rize, as the Books containing it. But of 
this mo: c largely cllewhere.  Ican hardly excuſe you trom a falſification 
of S. 44:5 meaning, in the enſuing words, which you thus render : 1 
rp clear 1 eſtimony were brought out of Scripture againſt the Church, he wonld 
either bel:eve the Scripture, nor the Church ; whereas it appears by the 
words citcd in your own Margin, his meaning is only this, 1f you car find 
(faith he) /omething very plain in the ek concerning the Apoſtleſhip of Ma- 
nichzus, ou wil! thereby weaken the Authority of thoſe Catholicks, who bid me, 
*hat I (beuld aot believe you; whoſe Authority being weakned', neither can 
1 believe the Goſpel, becarſe, through them, T believed it. Is here any thing like 
what you ſaid, or at leaſt would ſeem to have apprehended to be his mean- 
ing? which is plainly this. JF againſt the conſent of all thoſe Copres which 
ihe Catholict Chriſtians recgyrved, thoſe Copies ſhould be found truer, which have 
172 Hi ſomething of the Apoſtleſhip of Manichzxus ; this muſt accds weaken 
ch the Authority of the Catholick Church in its Tradition, whom he adhe- 
rod to 22zinſt the Manichees ; and their Authority being thus wealzted, his 
Faith, as to the Scriptures delivered by them, muſt needs be much weakaed 
7-0, To give you n Inſtance of alike nature ; The Mahnwetans pretend, 
that in the Scripture there was anciently expreſs mention of their Prophet 
Mahomet, but that the Chriſ#;as, out of hatred of their Religion, have 
eraſed all thoſe places which ſpake of him : Suppoſe now, a Chriſtian 
ſhould ſay, If he ſhould find in ho Goſpel expreſs mention of Mahomcts be- 
ing a Prophet, it would much weaken the Authority of the whole Chr:/f:ax 
Church; which being ſo weakned, it mult of neceſſity weaken the Faith of 
all thoſe who have believed our preſent Copies Authentick, upon the ac- 
count of the Chriſtian Churches Authority. Is not this plainly the caſe 
S. Auſtin ipeaks of ; and, Is it any more than any mans reaſon will tell him ? 
Not that the Churches Authority 15 to be relyed on as judicially or infalli- 
bly, but as rationally, delivering ſuch an Univerſal Tradition tous. And, 
might not S, Axſti, on the ſame reaſon, as well believe the Ats of' the Apo- 
files xs the Goſpel, when they were both equally delivered by the ſame Uni- 
verfal Tradition ? What you have gained then to your purpoſe from 
theſe three citations out of S. Auſtiz, 1n your firſt Inſtance, I cannot eaſily 
IMagine. 

Your ſecond Tradition is, That the Father is not begotten of any other 
perſon. S. A+/t;z's words are, Sicut Patrem in illes libris nuſquam Incenituvs 
legimns, & tamen dicendum eſſe defenditur. We ever read in the Scriptures, 
that the Father is unbegotten ;- and yet it is deſcended, that we inſt ſay ſo. And 
had they not good reaſon with them to ſay ſo, who believed that he was 
the Father by way of excluſion of ſucha kind of Gexeratioz as the Eternal 
So of God 15 Iuppolſed to have ? But, Muſt this be an Inſtance of a do&tri- 
nal Tradition, containing ſome Objef# of Faith diſtint from Scripture ? 
Could any one, whoever believed the Dottrine of the Trizity as revealed in 
Scripture, believe or imagine any other ? that though it be nor in expreſs 
terms ſet down in Scripture, yet no one that hath any conceptions of the 
Father, but this is implicd inthem. IF it be therefore a Tradition, becauſc 
It is not exprelly in Scripture, Why may not Trinity, Hypoſtaſis, Perſon, Con- 


Sſubſtratiality, beall unwritten Traditions as well as this? You will ſay, Be- 


cauic, thoughthe words be not there, yet the ſenſc is : and Ipray, take rhe 
lame Anſwer for this of the Fathers being unbecotten, 

Your third is, Of the perpetual Virginity of the Virain Mary : This indeed, 

5. Auſtuz laith, is tobe believed fide integra, but he ſaith not, drvind ; but, 

| | Do 


Chap. V I. 
Do you therefore make this a dodtrinal Tradition, and an unwritten Word ? 
if you make 1t a aotrinal Tradition, you mult ſhew us, what Article of 
Exith is contained in 1t. That it wasnot looked on as an uawritten Word, will 

appear by the diſputations of thoſe Fathers, who writ moſt eagerly about 

it, who make it their deſign to prove it out of Scripture. Thoſe who did 
molt zcaloully appear againſt the Opinion of Helvidinus, were S. Hierom, 

and S. Ambroſe, of the Latin Church, S. Auſtin only mentions it in the places 
by you cited : Ot the Greek Church Epiphagins, and S. Baſil, And yet eve- 
ry one of theſe contends to have it proved out of. Scripture. S. Hierom en- 
ters his diſpute againſt Helvidizs upon thoſe terms of 
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Ipſa Scripturarum ve ba ponenda ſunt nt ip- 


confuting him out of Scriptyre ; and towards the con- 
cluſion ot that diſcourſe, ſee what a friend S. Hjerom 
is to doctrinal Traditions. As, faith he, we dcay not 
the things which are written, fo we embrace not the things 
which are not written. We believe the Incarnation, be- 
cauſe we read it ; we believe not the Marriage off Mary 
after her delivery, becauſe we read it not. S. Ambroſe, 
in his Epiſtle to T heophilns and ' dnyſins, where he firſt 
mentions this Opinion, argues againſt it wholly from 


fis quibus adverſum nos uſics eſt teſtimanzs 
revincatur. Adveri. He'v. prim. 


. Sed ut bec que ſcripta ſunt non negams, 


ita ea que non ſunt ſcripta renuimus $3 Ne 
tum Deum efſe de Virgine credimus, quia 
legimus ; Mariam nupſiſſe polt partum, nox 
credimus quia non leigimius. Hieron. ad- 
verſ. Helv. To.2. p.6. col.r. ed. P.1533+ 


Pp, Amn:broſ. Tom. 3. ep. 9. Baſil. 1555. 


Epiphan, izreſ.98. Tom. 1. 1.3.cdir.Petav. 


the /«/tim10ny of Scripture; and the unreaſonableneſs | 
of the thing. To the ſame purpoſe Epiphanims dilcourſeth of this ſubjeR, 

whoſe utmolt Arguments are only probabilities ; Whether the Antidicoma- Ang. de here, 
riani were the ſame with Helvidians,as S. Auſtin ſuppoſeth : Or, Whether #4: 

they were the Diſciples of Apollinarius, who broached the ſame Doarine 

in the Eaſ?, atthe time Hetv:dius did in the Weſt, as others ſuppoſe is not #* 74s in 
material to our purpoſe ; but. this later ſeems to be the Opinion of DG. 22. 
Epiphanins : Whoin his Epiſtle, written in Confutation of that Opinion, « 5- 
chargeth the firſt Authors of it with great Ignorance of the Scriptures, and 
urgeth many places to prove the perpetual Virginity of the Virgin Mary; 
_ therefore did not look on it as an unwritten Word. S. Baſ/, in his 
diſcourſe concerning the Humane Generation of Chriſt, falls upon this Sub- Hom#l. 25. 
: Wn” . : «| |. . - Þ Þ+- $09. Tom.Is 
ject, and goes about to prove it from the importance of #*s £ which (faith 

he) although it ſeems to ſpeak ſome circumſcription of time, yet it really de- : 
notes m0 averxy , a3 indefinite time, as in that, I will be 


Epiph. hereſ. 
78. ſeft. 7. 
p. 1038, 
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with you alwaies to the end of the world, But he ulhers 
in this diſcourſe with this remarkable Expreſſion ; A/- 
though this be no hindrance to the Dottrine of Piety ; for 
till the Oeconomy of her delivery w.as accompliſhed, her Vir- 
ginity was neceſſary ; but what became ofa afterwards is 
not pertinent tothis myſtery : however, becauſe the ears of 
thoſe who love Chriſt, will hardly entertain this, that Ma- 


ry ceaſed to be a Virgin, we ſuppoſe theſe proofs ſufficient 
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for it. Judge then whether S. Baſi/ did believe this to be 4 DoQrrine of Not- in Beſt. 


Faith, or an unwritten word. This Teſtimony Frento Ducens, 15 much 


To. 3. þ. 49.24; 
Pariſ. 1638. 


troubled with, and would go about to prove this to be an Article of Faith, 
from the Concils of Conſtantinople and the Lateran ; in the firit of which 
ſhe is only called 4 mgdivG-. But doth that note it to be an Article of 
Faith? As for his evaſion of this Teſtimony, it is ſo impertinent, that I 
ſhall not repeat it, although he voucheth /afques for the Author of it. It 
cannot be denied, but that afterwards S. B {// / pm" a Tradition for it 


concerning Zzch.ry's placing the /rroim Yarra 


ter her delivery, . among the 


Vireins, for which he was (lain of the Jers, between the Temple and the 


Altar. But, we may gueſs at the credit of this Tradition, by what S. Hre- 
rom laith of It, that 1t Calne ex Apocryphorumn ſomniis, and withal, gIVESA 
lufficient laſhat all Traditions, by reaſon of this, in the next words. He: 


AX 


Comment, it, 
Matth. 23s 
To ge 


auia 
yg 


#61 ſup? iis 
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412 de Seritturis nor hab auttoritatem, eadem facilitate contemmitur, qut 
pri hatur, Which having wo Authority from the Scriptrres, tt 3s .25 eafuly con- 
[emmaen 45 proauced. And think you ROt then, that S. Hiro: Was a great 
friend to your dotrinal Traditions, and unwritten Word ? But, fſiy you 
{till, {bc ['rrginty of Mary muſt be an Article of Faith, becauſe, thoſe who 
a nicd it are called Hereticks; aud S. Auguſtine calls Helvidius hrs Vproton, 
bl:fphey. But, though Helvidins be lifted among the 1er-11cts, yer, I 
ſuppoſe, you will not ſay thafFa}l who are lifted in thoſe C:t4/cyrcs are 
defined to be {reticks by the Catholick Church ? It 1s very apparent, that 
any one who ſeemed to broach any new fancies, and thereby diſturbed 
the Churches Peace, were called Heretzce; by them. And /'aſqrez con- 
icfeth that 497.25 calls it an {7ror, and not an H-7eſicin FHelwidins. If 
it were ſo, he was not the firlt Author of it; tor, Zert/r2;- 1s not only 
cited by He{w:dins for it, and S. FHierom calts away his Teſtimony, as 
of a man out of the Church, but Yaſqrez contelleth 1; delivers it fo of- 
ten, that Pameliys could make no 12ztidote tor thoſe places. One would 
therefore think, that one ſo near the Apoſtles as Tertullian was, might 
eaſily have learned ſuch a 1radition, and ſo great a friend to /"7>0:777- 
ty as he was ( while a Moztani/t ) ſhould not have been apt to believe 
the contrary, Thar which was accounted Bliſphemy in Helvidius, was the 
raſhneſs of his aflertion, which ſeemed diſhonourable to the BYeſſed Virgin, 
and not as though he did thereby overthrow any Article of Faith. For 
the other part of your Tradition, that ſhe was a Vir: in the Birth of 
Chriſt, you will find it a greater difficulty to make it out to have b&nbe. 
lieved as a Tradition, much leſs as an unwritten Word For not only 
Tertullian, but Iznatins, Ireneus, Orizen, Epiphrnins, Ambreſ-, 1 heophylack 
oppoſe you in it ; and judge you then, whether this were owned as a 
conſtant Tradition or no. But it is not worth while to 1nſ1it upon it. 

Your fourth Inſtance is, concerning the Rebaprization of H.retichs. Con- 
cerning which, two things are to be conſidered, 7 he Cyſtorr it elf, and 
the R/2bt and Law on which that Cuſtom was grounded. In the places by 
you cited out of S. Auſt, it is plain, he ſpeaks of the Cultorane and Pra- 
ctice of the Chyrch, which ( ſaith he ) did not uſe the 1:cr 22109 of Þaptiſm, 
which Cuſlonme, he believed, did come from Apoſtolical [ radition; .«s many 
other things which are not found in the writings of the Apoſtles, z0r in fol- 
lomwme Councils, yet becauſe they are obſerved by the Uniwrſul Church, are 
telteved to bas delivered, and commended by them, To the lame purpole is 
the other Teſtimony. But what 1s this to dodtrimal Traditions, concerioins 
matters of Faith? That there were many Eceleſiaſtical Cuſtoms obſerved 
in the Church as Apoſtolical Traditions, 1 deny not, but that is not our prc- 
ſent Queſtion. It you therefore enquire into that which is only doctrinal 
:n thus caſe concerning the 7/247 and lawfulneſs of Practice in this caſe, that 
he fixeth wholly uponthe Scriptures. The Practice of the Charch in admit- 
ting Heretichs without baptizing them again, might be known by x adt:- 
vn, but whether the Church did well or ill in it, mult be by S. Aftir's 
own contcilion determined out of Scr/p7ure. And in that later place by 
you cited, there 15 mentioned no ſuch thing as an unwritten Word, or that 
the Apoſtles had left any command that Hererichs ſhould not be baptized 
again, Nzhil guidem exinde precepernnt Apoſtoli, are his own words; there 
being then neither written nor unwritten Mord tor it, S. Arti takes the 
Iikelzeſt courſe he could think of, which was, trom the Cuſtom of the 
Church, to judge molt probably what was moſt agreeable to the 4poſt!:s 
minds. Pur (till, when he comes to urge moſt home againſt rhe Dozatiſts, 
he makes his recourſe to the Scriptures, Ant offers to prove the matter 
in diſpme from them, and wonld have all tryed by the ballance of the o_ 
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And expreſly faith, I is againſt the Lords command, th:t thrſe who have hid 
lawful Baptiſn: already, ſhold be rebaptized. So that we fee, S. Aronſftine did 
not himſelt think it a ſufficient proof of Ap7tolical 1 radition, that it was 
2 Cuſtom of the Chnrch, unleſs be did likewiſe produce certain evidence 
our of Scr7p:1:re for the confirmation of it. Neither then will your fourth 
Inſtance prove what it was brought for. 


Dominica, ubi non ex humano ſenſi ſed ex divina autloritate verum momenta penſantur, invenio &2 utri que 


N: T7 fot pryn- 
CaOſitts, wYUN: 
non baptis ave 
an reoapti2a"t, 
1udicare dif- 
ficile efb, ate 
runt ann ve- 
Currens ad 21> 
lam [lateram 
re Domin! ſen- 


tentiam, nempe in Scriptw.s. 1.2. C. 14. Hur accedit quia bene perſpectis ex uty-que latere diſputatio 25 rat{onibrs, & Siri - 
pturarum Teflimoizes, poteſs etgam dici, Ound wviritas declarauit hoc ſequimur, 1.4.c..,vid.l. 4.C.24.1.5-0.4 1.6.C1-l.5.0-23 C26; 


Your fifth concerning, Infants Baptiſm, you have given us occaſion to 
conſider large:y already ; your ſixth depends upon that ; your ſeventh is 
only a rite of the Church. To-your eighth TI anſwer, Though the Tradi- 
tion of the Church be a great confirmation of the Apoſtolical Practice in 
obſervation of the Lords day, yet that very Practice, and the ground of it, 
are {ifficiently deduced trom Scripture, Among all theſe Inſtances there- 
fore, weare yet to ſeck for ſucha dodrinal Tradition, as makes an nmavrit- 
ten Word. But, methinks an Author, who would ſeem fo mach verſed in 
S. Aug [tir, might, among all thele Inſtances, have found out one more, 
which would have looked more like a do7riz:l Tradition, than moſt of 
theſe, which 1s, the zece//ity of the Euchariſt to baptized Tufants : The places 
are ſo many, and ſocxpreſs in him concerning 1t, that it would be a necd- 
leſs task to procluce them. T ſhall only therefore refer you to. your Eſpe;r- 
cenus, Who hath made ſome collection of them. When you have viewed 
them, I pray bethink your ſelf of ſome convenient Anſwer to them, whigh 


_ either mult be by aſſerting, that S Az2uſfize might be deceived in judging 


of Do@7rinil and Apoſtolical Traditions; and then to what purpole are your 
eight Inſtances out of him? Orelſe that might be accounted an Apo/tolical 
Tradition 1n one ae, which may not in another; and then , fince , ac- 
cording to your judgement, the pre/ext Church ts infallible in every age, that 
was inf .ullibly an Anoſtolical Tradition 1n one age, which intallibly 15 29+ fo 
inanother. Which leaves us ina greater diſpute than ever, what theſe 
Aprſtolical Traditions are, when the Church in ſeveral ages doth ſo much 
differ concerning them. 

After you have, in your wav, attempted to prove ſuch #znrittew Words, 
or doctrinal Traditions, you fall upon a high charge againſt his Lordſhip, 
and not without a ſevere reflection on all Proteſtaxts, inthele words. 1: zs 
fo natural to Proteſlants to build upon falſe eronnds, that they cannot enter into 
a Queſtion, without ſupvoſino a falſbood ; ſo his Lordſhip here feeds his humour, 
and vhtrudes mary. Tt 15 well yet his Lordſhip meets with no worſe enter- 
tainment than ail Proteſtants do: You think all Proreftazts (till build up- 
on falſe g*ounds, becauſe not /»pra hazc Petram, and that they ſtill ſuppoſe 
talſhoods, becauſe they ſuppoſe your Chnrch fallible, whether ſhe under. 
takes to explain written, or define unwritten Words. But, whether his 
Lordſhip feeds his humour in obtruding falſhoods, or you yours 1n ca- 
lumniating, will appear upon examination. You fay, He mates Bellar- 
mine, axd ill Catholick Dotors; maintain, that whatever they pleaſe to call 
Tradition, muff preſently be received by all as God's unwritten Word, Upon 
which you go about to vindicate Be//armine, by repeating bis diſtinctions 
coneerning Traditions, vis. That ſome are Divine, others Apoſtolical, ana 
others Eccl:(irſtical, and that ſome belong to Faith, others to Manners. Put 
all this doth not ſerve your turn. For 1. His Lordſhip doth not deny, 
that Bellarmize uſcth theſe diſtintions, but reduceth all theſe ſeveral Tra- 
ditions under the ſame common title de Verbo Doi nor ſeripto ; and that 


his deſign therein, is to impoſe upon unwary Readers, that all the Tra- 
X 2 ditions 
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ditions mentioned by him,are God's nawritten Mord, Upon which, his T.ord- 
{1p had good rcaſon to goabout to undeceive them, and to make it app.ay 
io evidently as he hath done, that 7rad-t/on, and God's umvritten Word, 
47 r0t Convertible terms ; both becauſe there may be juſtly ſuppoſed to 
have been many #2written Words, which were never delivered over to the 
C/::rch; and that there are many things which go for 7r44/7705 in your 
Uh1rch, which have no ſhadow of pretence from an written Word, 
2. There may be yet further cunning in all this ; for, although Bellarmne 
and you diſtinguiſh of 1 raditions, Divine, Apoſtolical and Eccleſiaſtical ; yet 
when you come to put the difference between theſe, I fuppole you wou'd 
not leave it to every particular perſoz, to judge which of thele { rad:t1075 
is ot theſe ſeveral natures, but the Church mult be judge of them. So that 
a Tradition is Eccleſiaſtical, when your Church will have it ſo, that 1s, when 
it is diſuſed among you, as the three dippings in Baptiſm, the participation of 
Enchariſts by Infants, &c. But when any Tradition 1s ſtill in »/e by your 
Church, then your Churches Prafice being in this caſe a ſufficient Dehniti- 
tion astoall thoſe things ſo uſed by your Church, they mult be accounted 
Apoſtolical, if not Divine. 3. Of what kind or nature ſoever thele 7 ra- 
7:0a5 are ſuppoſed to be, whether Divine, Apoſtolical, or Eceleſraſtical, p rove 
any of them to contain any thing zeceſſary for Faith and Salvation, and you 
will then come near an 1zwritten Mord, Your Eceleſtiſtical Traditions you 
diſcard your ſelf from being ſuch, inform us then what Div/z: and Apoſtc- 
lical Traditions thole are which are founded on ſuchan unwritten Word ? 
Whether any of your Eccleſiaſtical Traditions contradiit God's Word, or no, 
ianot here a place to examine; weare now enquiring, Whether there be 
any ſuch thing as an »zritren Word at all, which contains any matter ne- 
cellary for us to believe, or practiſe. The only pretence you have here 
for it, 15, That we believe by Divine Faith, that Scripture is Goa's Word, and 
that there is no other Word of God to aſſure us of this Point, but the 1 radi- 
tion delivered to us by the Church, and that ſuch Tradition ſo delivered, muſt 
be the unwritten Word of God. How far we are to believe Scriptures to be 
the Word of God, with Divine Faith, will be throughly examined 1n its due 
time ; and likewiſe how far any Word of God is neceſſary for the Founda- 
tion of this F775: only I cannot here but take notice, what it is which 
makes a Tradition be the azwrittex Word of God ; and what becomes then 
of your former diſtintion concerning Traditions ? for we ce, that which 
makes them the Mord of God, is their being delivered by the Church ; 1o 
that let their Author, Nature, or Matter be what it will, according to this 
Principle any 7radition being delivered by. your Church, becomes an un- 
mrittex Word. Sol come to the ſecond Propoſition. 

2. 1hat the ground of believine any unwritten word, is the Tafallibilits of 
1our Church defining it to be ſo. For you lay, As the Church was Infillible 


in definins what was written, fo is ſhe alſo infallible in defiaing what w.is 


not mrittexz. And (6 (he can neither tradere non traditum , HOY C124 the be 
rafaithful to God, in not faithfully keeping the depolitum committed to hr 
ruſt : Neither can her Sons ever juſtly accuſe her of the contrary, but are bo:nd 
to believe her Tradition, becaufe ſhe being infallible, - the Tradition ſhe delivers 
can never be againſt the Word of their Father. The ſubſtance of all which, 
is that which Ilaid down as your Propoſition, 7 ht the grouxd of believing 
any Tradition to be Apoſtolical, or any unwritten word, is your Churches Infall:- 
bility in defining it tobe ſo. Which being built on a Principle, I have al- 
ready manifeſted to be fo fallacious and uncertain, I might without fur- 
ther trouble, quit my hands of it : but I ſhall, however, ſhew how incon- 
liſtent this is with the Rules of the Azcients, for diſcerning when 7 radsti- 


075 are Apoſtolical, and when not, The great Rule we meet with among 
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nw tts, 1a if 2 item Catholica Eccle fed mMA42n0pere cnrandum eff, ut id teaca- 


21:5, quod ubique, qrod ſemper, guod ab omnibus creditum eſt : hoc eſt Ctr 


were proprieque Catholicum. It this be a certain Rule to judge of Cathol:ck 
and Apoſtolical Traditions by, viz. (hat which hath been held every where, at- 


wares, ard by all; then the judgement of your Church cannot be the infal- 


lible definer of Apoffolical Traditions, unleſs you will ſuppole that your 
Church only can tell us, what was held every where, alwayes, and by all : 
And 1t your Ch:rch alone can infaltibly determine what Traditions are 


Apoſtolical, to what purpoſe ſhould we be put to ſich a WW:1d-2oofe chaſe, 


to enquire Univerſality, Antiquity and Conſent in all things which pretend 
to be Traditions ? But to any reaſonable man, as to any thing which pre- 
tends to be a matter neceſſary to be believed or practiſed, which 1s not 
exprelly revealed#in Scripture ; this Rule of Y7zcentins ſeems very juſt and 
equitable, that before we believe it neceſſary, it be made appear, that it 
was univerſally believed by Chri/tians to be ſo, and that inall ages And 
- Tafſure you, I amo far convinced of the reaſonableneſs of this propoſal, 
that if you will make out any of thoſe things controverted between us, 
ſuch as [vocation of Saints, Worſhip of Images, Tranſubſtantiition, Adora- 
tion of the Euchariſt, Purgatory, Indulgences, the Pope's Supremacy, &C. by 
theſe Rules, and make it appear to me, that theſe were held by all C-- 
ſtian Charches, at fl times, Or have Antiquity, Univerſality, and Conſent ; 1 
{ball be very inclinable to embrace what your Church would impoſe upon 
me. But when I know how impoſſible a task this is, I do not at all won- 
der that you ſhould quit this formerly magnified ſaying of Yixceatirs, and 
reſolve al into the Infallibility of the i Church. But hereby we lec, 
how far you are from the judgement of 4tiquty, as to this very point of 
the tryal of doctrinal Traditions, ſince you can ſee no ſecurity any where 
but in your ſelves, and your Churches Infallibility ; 1 will therefore reduce 
the Controverſie yet ſhorter: prove but this Infallibility of your Charch in 
defining the written and unwritten Word by theſe Rules of F:xcentirs, Uni- 
verſality, Antiquity and Conſent, and I will yield you all the reſt. But what 
unreaſonable men are you, if you muſt be Parties and Judges too ; or if 
we mult believe an written Word, becauſe your Church is infallible ; and 
believe your Church Inf allible, becauſe that 1s an zarritren Word ? And 
well may you call it ſo ; for, ſearch the whole Book of Scriptures, and all 
the Records of the Primitive Church, and you find nothing at all of it. We 
ſee plainly then, you are reſolved to be tryed by none but your ſelves, and 
ſo you are Catholicks, becauſe you ſay, You are ſo ; and, your Church Infal- 
lible, becauſe ſhe pretends to be fo. 

3- That our belief of the Scriptures muſt be reſolved into an unwritten Word, 
which is defined by your Church to be ſuch. Thus is that, for whoſe ſake all 
your other diſcourſe 1s brought in, and is the mainthing to the purpote : 
Although you pretend likewiſe to a power in your Chr, to declare 
what Chriſt ſ:id iwhea he held his peace. ( But, arc you fure your Church will 
be infallible in that too? ) For when his Lord/h7p had faid, That where-ever 
Chriſt held his peace, and that his words are not regiſtred, no man iy dare 
without raſhacſs, to ſay, They were theſe or theſe : You very gravely add, 7 hat 


his Lordſhip muſt give you leave to tell him, you muſt bind up his whole aſſertion | 


with this Proviſo 5 hut accoraing as the Church [hall declare. Your Church 
then muſt declare when Chriſt held his peace, and when he did not ; when 
he ſpake ſo, that others might hear him, and when he did not ; when any 
thing was taken notice of that he ſaid, and when not. But when it is ap- 
Parent Chriſt both ſpake, and did much more than ever was written, how 


well doth your Church acquit her Office in being ChriſP®s Remembrancer þ 
And 
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the Ancients for judging Apoftolical Traditions, is that of /ncentiiis Lirt Commonit. c.5; 


Of the Tifallibility of Tradition. Parr I. 


Ard therefore I believe your Church will be guilty ot the fame raſhneſs 
with any private perſon in S. Avgnſtia's Opraion, In offerias to ditt;- 
mine what Chriſt ſaid hea either he hild his peact, Or his words are not 
7.c:ſtree, As for thoſe things which you mention for 1radztion”, wot 
co::lrary to Gra's nrittes Mord, which yet are not au nnvritten Word, 
{ch As tie Coremories of Baptiſm by you mentioned , they are there- 
tore not pertinent to our purpoſe, becauſe they are only rites and ceremo- 
nies, and our diſcourſe is about dodrimal T raditions ; neither yet it I would 
tend time in the enquiry, could you derive them from Apoſtolical 1 radt- 
7:02, notwithſtanding what cither you, or Bellarmine ſay. But the ſub- 
ſtance of all you have to ſay, pertinent to your purpole, is, T hat though eve- 
ry Tradition be not God's navritten Word, yet it being neceſſary for us to b»- 
ewe the Scripture to be the Mord of God, we muſt believe it erthet for ſome 
mord mrittea or unwritien, or we ſhall have no Divine eaith at all of tha 
Point, becaiſe all Divine Faith muſt rely upon ſome Word of God. This be- 
ing a great novelty with you, that 1s, ſomething like Argumentation, it 
obliges me to take a little more particular notice of it. Any one that con- 


£iders the force of this Argument, will tnd, that it lies wholly upon your 


notion of D:v:ze Faith: tor it appearing unre1ſonable to you, that our be- 
lief that the Scrjpture is the Word, ſhould be refolved into the written 
Word it ſelf ; therefore you find out an zzritten Word of Got tor a Di- 
wine Faith to fix it ſelf upon, which can be nothing but ſo» 11274 of Cod. 
To this therctoreI anſwer, that when you ſay, Ir 1s necelJary we zz»ſt be- 
liewve the Scriptures to be the Word of God with Divine Faith, this Divine» 
F::ith muſt be taken in one of theſe three ſenſes ; either hiit, that Taith 
may be ſaid to be Dzv/c, which hath a Divine Revelation tor its Materiil 
Object, as, that Faith may be ſaid to be a Humane Faith, which 1s conver- 
{ant about natural cauſes, and the effects of them : And in this ſenſe it car- 
not but be a Dzvize Faith, which 13 converſant about the S:-ri/pture, be- 
cauſe it 1s a Divine Revelation : Or ſecondl;, a Faith may be laid tobe Di- 
Vine, 1n regard of its Teſtimony, or Formal Objet ; and ſo that 1s called a 
Drvine Faith, which 1s built on a D:vizc Teſtimony, and that a Humane Faith 
which 1s built on a H:ymane Teſtimony : Thus IT aſſert, all that Faith which 
reſpects particular Chjeets of Faith, ſuppoſing the belief of the Scriptures, 15 
in this ſenſe Dz2:/ze, becauſe it 1s built on a properly Divine Teſtimony; but 
the Queſtion 15s, Whether that A& of Faith which hath the whole Scripture 
as 1ts Material Object, be in that ſenſe Divine or no. Thirdly, Faith may bc 
laid to be D:vize, in regard of the Divine Efe#s it hath upon the ſoul of 
mai ; as 1t 15 faid in Scripture, to prrifie the heart, overcome the world, reſiſt 
Sta, and his Temptations, receive Chriſt, &c. And this is properly a D:- 
we Faith ; and there is no Qreltion, but every Chriſtian ought to have 
tis Divize Faith in his ſoul, without which the other ſorts of Divize Faith 
1111] never bring men to Heaven, But it 15 apparent, that all who heartily 
projels to believe the Scriptures to be the Word of God, have not this fort of 
Divize Faith, though they have fo firm an aſſent to the Truth and Autho- 
rity of 1t, that they durſt lay down their lives for it. The Aſezt there- 
tore, welce, may be firm, where the eftetts are not ſaving : The Queſtion 
now 1s, Whether this may be called a D:vize F2irb inthe fecond ſenſe, that 
is, Whether it muſt be built on a Teftimmy Iufrl:bte ? For clearing which, 
we mult turther conſider the meaning of this Queſtion, How we 0 Scr7- 
pture to be Scripture ? which may import two things, How we &zow that all 


 thife Books contarn Goa's Word in them? Or ſecondly, How we know the 


Doctrive contained in theſe Books to be Divine ? It you then ask me, Whe- 
ther it be necelfary that Thelicve with ſuch a Erith as is built on Drvinc 
(eſtinmy, that thele Books called the Scriprure, contain the principles of 

the 
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the Jewiſh and Chri/f:an Religion in them ( which we call God's Word) I 
d-ny it, and ſhall do ſo, till you ſhew me fome turther neceſſity of it than 
you have done yet ; and my reaſon 1s, becauſc T may have ſuficient ground 
tor fluch an 4-2, without any Dvize Teſtiorony. But if you ask me, On 
what ground [ believe the Doi#rine to be Divine, which is contained in thoſe 


Boots; I thenan{wer affirmatively; On a Divine [eft-wny ; becauſe God 


hath given abundant evidence, that this Doctr:ime was of Divine Revelation. 
Thus you ſee, what little reaſon you have to triumph in your Argument 
from Divine Faith, interring the necelfity of an 4awritten Word of God. 
But, the further explication of theſe things mult be reſerved, till I come to 
the politive part of our way of reſo/ution of Faith. I now return. 

Having, after your way (that is, very unfatistaQtorily ) attempted the 
vindicating your refolution of Faith, from the Objections which were ofer- 
cd againſt it by his Lordſhip; you come now to confider the ſecond way 

ropounded by him for the refolving Faith, which is, 7 hat S:ripture ſhould 
be fully and ſufficiently known, as by divin: «nd infallible I eſtimony, by the ve- 
ſplendency of that light which it hath in it ſelf only, and by the witueſs it can 
{3 give to it ſlf'; againſt which he gives fuch' evident reaſons, that you 
acknowledge the Relator himfelf hath ſufficiently confutea 8F; ani vou agree 
with hin ia the Confutation. Yet herein vou grow very angry with him, 
for ſiyinz, 1 hat this Doctrine may agree well enough with your eround:, in ro 
gard you hold, that Tradition may be known for Gois Wo:d by its onn lint, 
and conſequently the like may be ſaid of Scripture. This you call 4fperſizg yor, 
and ol truding ſil[boods upoz you. Whether it be lo or no, mult appear up- 
on examination. Two Teſtimonies are cited from 4. C. to this purpoſe, 
the firlt is, 7radition of the Church is of a Company, which by its own light, 
ſbews it ſclf to be infallibly aſſiſted. Your Anſwer 1, [ hat the word [which] muſt 
properly relate to the preceeding word Company, and not to the more remote 
rord Tradition. But what ofall this ? Doth any thing theleſs follow, which 
the Biſhop charged A.C. with ? For it being granted by you, 7hat there ca 
be no knowing an Apoſtolical 1 radition, bat for the Infallibility of the jv ſcat 
Church; the ſame /j2ht which diſcovers the Infallibiliry of that Company, 
doth likewiſe diſcover the Truth of Tradition. It therefore your Church 
doth appear intallible by its own /:24t, which is your own conftethion, May 
not the $:r;pture as well appear infallible by 1ts own light. For is there 
not as great ſe/f-evidexce, at leaſt, that the Scripture 15 12fallible, as that 
your Church 1s infallible? And therefore that way you take to ſhitt the 
Objection, makes it return upon you with greater force : For, I pray tell 
me, how any Company can appear by its own L724 to be aſſiſted by the 
Holy Ghoſt, and not much more the Holy S:ripture to be divine ? Eſpecially 
ſeeing you mult at laſt te forced to derive this I-fa/l1b/lity from the Ser. 
ptures. For, you pretend to no other Infallibility, than what comes by a 
promile of the /72-edrate affiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt, How then can any 
Company appear by zts or Lizht, to be thus infallibly affilted, unleſs it 
hirſt appear by z7s own Light, that there was fucha Proxziſe ? and how can 
that, unleſs it antecedently appear by 77s 9» Light, that the Scripture, 1n 
which the Promiſe 1s written, 1s the "ord of God ? You tell us, A. C's 77z- 
tention is only to affirm, I hat the Church is known by her Atotives of Credibil- 
ty, which ever accompany her, and may very properly be called her own Lieht. 
How well you are acquainted with 4. c*s intention, I know not, neirher 
is it much matter : for, grancing this to have been his intention, may net the 
Scripture be known by her Motrves of Credib:lity, as well as the Chnrch ? and 
do not thele accompany her, as much as the Ch: ? and may they nor be 
called hy L79ht, as properly as thoſe of the (4c ? It is plain then, by all 
the ſeuſes and meanings you can findour, in the very lawe, that you lay the 
Cie 
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Chrrch may be known by her own Light, the Scriprure may much more ; and 
therefore you have no reaſon toquarrel with his Lordſhip for affirming it. 

. The ſecond leſtimony produced, 1s, That a Tradition may be known to be 
{ach by the Light it hath im it ſelf; in which (you lay) you find rat one word, 
of Tradition being known by its own Light. But, who are fo blind as thoſe 
who will not ſee ? I pray, what difference 1s there between a Tradition 
being known to be ſach by its own Light, and a Tradition being known by ts 


' own Light? Yes, lay you, known to be ſuch, implies, that ts, to be God®s un 


written Word ; but are not dotrinal Traditions, and an unwritten Word, 
with you the ſame thing ? Can therefore a Tradition be known to be an »x- 
written MWord by its own Light, and not be known to be a Tradition by its 9:2 
Lizht ? Nay, How can it poſſibly be known to be an «zzwritrtex Word, unleſs 
it firſt appears to be a Tradition ? for Traditioz containing under it both 
thoſe that are «written Words, and thoſe that are aot ; it muſt, in order of 
nature, be known to be a Tradition, before it can be kzows to be the other : a3 
I muſt firſt know you to be a /;vizp Creature, before I can know you to be a 
reaſonable Creature; and, I may much ſooner know the one than the other, 
You do therefore very well er on you have given us ſuch occaſion for ſport, 
70 give us leave to laugh at it, as you do in your next words. 

But before you leave this point you have ſome graver matter to take 
notice of, which 1s, that you deſire the Reader to conſider what the R:- 
lator grants, viz. That the Church now admits of St. James and St. Judes 
Epiſtles, and the Apocalyple, which were not received for diverſe years, after 
the reſt of the New Teſtament. From which you wilely infer, 7 hat if ſoe 
Books are now to be admitted for Canonical which were not always acknor- 
ledged to be ſuch, then upon the ſame authority ſome Books may now be re- 
cerved intothe Canon, which were not ſo in Ruffinus his time. And therefore 
the Biſhop doth elſewhere unjuſtly charge the Church of Rome, that it had 
erred 1n receiving more Books into the Canon, than were received in Ruffinus 
his time. To which I Anſwer. 1x. By your own confeſſion then, the 
Church of Rome doth now receive into the Caz0z more Books than ſhe did 
in Ruffin his time ; from whence I enquire, whether the preſent Church 
of Rome were Infallible in Ruffinus his time in determining the Caxoz of the 
Scripture? If not, then the preſent Church is no Infallible propounder of 
the Word of God, and then all your diſcourſe comes to nothing. .1f ſhe were 
{fallible then, ſhe cannot be now, for now ſhe determines othermi/e as to 
a main pornt of Faith than ſhe did then; unleſs you will ſay, your Church 
can be Infallible in actermining both parts of a contradiction to be true. 
2. Is the integrity of the Caxoz of Scripture an Apoſtolical Tradition, or 
no ? I doubt not, but you will ſay, It is; if ſo, Whether were theſe Books 
which you admit now and were not admitted then, known to be of the C:- 
oa by this Apoſtolical Tradition ? It not, by what right come they now to be 
of the Cazor? It fo, then was not your Church in Ryffizzs's time, much to 
leck tor her [zfa/libilzty, in defining what was Apoſtolicil Tradition, and 
what not? 3. Your main principle on which the lawfulneſs of adding more 
Books to the Caxoy of the Scripture is built, is, That it is in the power of your 
Church judicially and authoritatively to determine what books belono to the Ca- 
on of the Scripture, and what not, which T utterly deny. For it is im- 

ble that your Church, or any in the world, canby any definition make 
that Book to be Divine, which was not ſo before ſuch a definition: For 
the Divinity of the Book doth meerly ariſe from Divine Revelation. Can 
your Church then make that to be a you Revelation, which was not ſo? 
All that any Church 1n the world can do in this caſe, is, not to conſtitute any 
new Cao, Which were to make Books Divine which were not ſo, but to | 
ule its utmoſt dfligence and care in ſearching into the authenticalneſs of 

thoſe 
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thoſe Copyes which have any pretence to be of the Cazoz, and whether they 
did originally proceed from ſuch perſons, . as we have reaſon to believe had 
2n /mmed' ate aſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt; and according to the evidence 
chey find that the Church may declare and = in her verdict, For the Church 
in this caſe is but a Jury of grad Inqueſt to learch into matters of Fa#,andnot 
a 7:dge upon the Bexch to determine in point of Law. And that is the true 
reaſon, why the Books of the New [eſtament were gradually recieved into 
the Cazoz, and ſome a great while after others, as St. James, St. Fude, the 
Epiſtle ro the Hebrews, and the Apocalypſe 3 becauleat firſt, the Copyes be- 
ing not fo publickly diſperſed, there was not that occaſion miniſtred to the 
Church for examination of them ; upon which, when$y degrees they came 
to be more publick, it cauſed {cruples in many concerning them, becauſe 
they — no ſooner: eſpecially if any paſſages in them ſeemed to gratifie 
any of the Set7s then appearing ; as the Epiltle to the Hebrews,the Nowatians ; 
and the Apocalypſe, the Millenary's: But when upon a through ſearch and 
examination of all circumſtances, it did appear'that theſe Copyes were au- 
thentical and did originally proceed trom Divize perſons, then they came to 
be admitted and owned for ſuch by the Uziver/al Church, which we call be- 


- ing admitted ito the Canon of the Scripture. Which T take to be the only true 


and juſt account of that which is called the conſtituting the Con of Scrip- 
:»re, not as though either the Apoſtles met to do it, or St. Jobs intended any 
ſuch thing by thoſe words in the end of zhe Apocalypſe ( for that book being as 
much lyable to queſtion as any,how could that ſeal the Cao for all thereſt) 
muchleſs, that it was in the power of any Chyrch or Council, and leaſt of all 


_ of the Popz, todetermine what was Cazorrcal, and what not: but only that 


the Church upon examination and enquiry, did by her Univerſal reception of 
theſe Books, declare it ſelf ſatisfied with the ev/dexce which was produced, 
that thoſe were true and authentick Copies which were abroad under ſuch 
names or titles, and that there was great reaſon to believe by a continued 
tradition from the ageand time theſe Books were written in, that they 
were written by ſuch perſons, who were not only free from any deſign of 
impoſture, but gave the greateſt Rational evidence, that they had a more 


ſpecial and immediate afliſtance of Gods Spirit. You ſee then, to how 


little advantage to your Cauſe you made this digreſ/tor. 

Asto the third way propounded for reſolving the Queſtion, How we kxow 
the Scriptures to be the Word of God, viz. by the teſtimony of the Holy Ghoſt ; 
three things you objeCt againſt the Brſhops diſconrſe about it ; Firſt, that his 
diſcourſe is roving and uncertain.2.T hat notwithſtanding his brags hemuſt have 
recourſe to a private ſpirit himſelf. 3. That though the Biſhop would ſcem to deny 
it,diverſe eminent Proteſtants do reſolve their Faith into the private ſpirit, This 
being the ſubſtance of what you ſay, I ſhall return a particular Anſwer to 
each of them. For the firſt you tell us, He delivers himſelf in ſuch a row- 
ins way of diſcourſe, as ſtenifies nothing in effect as to what he would drive at.No? 
that is ſtrange, when that which his Lordſhip drivesat,is,to ſhew how far this 
opinion is to be allowed and how far not, which he is ſo far from roving in, 
that he clearly and diſtin&tly propounds the ſtate of the queſtion and the re- 
folution of it: which in ſhort 1s this, 1f by the teſtimony of the ſpirit be meant any 


' ſpecial revelation of a new objett of Faith , then he denys the truth of it at leaſt 


* 


in an ordinary way,both becauſe God never ſends ws to look for ſuch a teſtimony,and 
becanſe it would expoſe men to the danger of Enthuſiaſms : but if by the teſtimony 
of 1 lgySpirit be meant the habit or the att of Divine infuſed Faith, by vertue of 
whicW:y believe the object which appears credible, then he grants the truth but de- 
nies the pertinency of it, becauſe it is quite out of the ſtate of the queſtion, which 
inquires only after a ſufficient means to make this objet# credible, againſt all 
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not, And withal adds, that the queſtion is of ſuch ontwars and evident 
means , as other men may take notice of, as well zs our felves. Judge you 
now, whether this may be called rov/zg ; it it. be fo, Ican treely cx- 
cuſc you from 77 in all the diſcourſes I have met with in your Book, wha 
abhorre nothing more than a true ſtating, and methodical handling any 
queſtion. | 
But yet (ſay you) the Biſhop cannot free himſelf from that imputation of re- 
erring to the private ſpirit, againſt any that ſhould preſs the buſineſs home.Sure 
you refer us here to ſome one elſe who is able to preſs a buſineſs home, tor 
you never attempt 1t your felt ; and initead of that, only producea large 
teſtimony out of 4. C. 7 hat he did not acquit the Biſhop wholly of this. Whe- 
ther he did or no isto little purpoſe, and yet thoſe very words which his 
Lordſhip cites, arc in your teſtimony produced out of him. Only what 
you add more from him , that he muſt be driven tor ; that his Lordſhip 
denies, and neither 4. C, or you have bcen able to prove it. 
. But though theBiſhop ſeems not only to deny any ſuch private revelation himf{lf, 
| but will not confeſfSthat any Proteſtants hold it ; yet (you lay) there can be no 
doubt in this, ſince Calvin and Whitaker do both ſo expreſly own it. But accord- 
ing to thole principles laid down betore, both theſe teftimonics are cafily 
h anfiwdrell For, .1. Neither of them doth imply any private revelation of 
any zew object,but only a particular application of the evidence appearing-in 
Scripture to the conſcience ofevery believer. 2. That theſc teſtimonies do not 
ſpeak of the external evidence which others are capable of, but of the internal 
latisfaction of every ones conſcience, Therefore Calviz faith, S; conſerentirs 
optime conſultum volumns, c.If we will ſatisfie our own conſciences ; not, If 
we will undertake to give a ſufficient reaſon to others of our Faith. So 1/1 
taker, Efſe enim dicimus certins & illuſtrins teſtimoninm quo 19bis per ſuadeatur 
hos libros eſſe ſacros,e3c.T here 1s a more certain and noble teſtimony by which 
we may be perſwaded that theſe Books are facred,viz.that of the Holy Ghoſt. 
3. Neither oftheſc teſtimonies affirm any more, than the more judicious 
Writers among your ſelves do. Your Cars allerts the nece//ity of an internal ef 
fictent canſe, by ſyecial aſſiſtance of the [pirit moving us to belteve,beſide's and beyond 


all humane anthorities and motives, which of themſelves are 
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zncitamenta omnia ulla predifta, ſrt alia 
quecrng, adhibita av & quz propontt fidem, 
non eſſe ſmjſurientes cauſas ad credendim ut 
credere tenemurſ.d preterea opuseſt 7nterors 
caſa efficientt, 1, e Ne ſpectals auxiluo ihn- 
wentis ad cridendium. Locoretheol.l.2.c. 8. 
Reſp. ad 4. arg l. 2.c.8.ſe&. Fain ſs hc. 


not ſufficient to beeet Faith,azd this (alittle atter ) he calls, - 


Divinum quoddam lumen iucitans ad credendrn, A divine 
lioht movins us tobelieve;and again, Interis lnmen infirſum 
a Spiritu Sancto, an inward lioht tnfuſed by the Sprrit of God. 
There is nothing in the ſavings of the mott rigid Prote- 
ſtants is more hard to explain or vindicate irom a private 


revelation than this is:if,as you ſay, one would preſs it home. Nay hath not 


your own Stapleton,Calvins very phrale of the neceſſity of the ſecret teſtinzony of 


Arranum hn diving Spiratus teſlimonium 
provſus nece{ſavim eſtyut quis Eccltfhe telti- 
monizo 47 jidl'214, (TEA SOTFpEurarium 20Pr0- 
bat 7unem cred at Fripheat.adverſ Whitak, 
CaP. 3. 


the Spirit that oz believe the teſtimony and judoement of ths 
Church concerning Scripture? And is there not thenas much 
- < F; . . _ . * 
danger cf Ezthiſiaſ in believing the Teſtimony of your 
Church,as in believing the Scripteres?Nay, doth not your 
Gregory de Valeati:i rather go higher than the teſtimonies 


by you produced out of Ca/viz and Whitaker on this :very ſubject, in the be- 


It viry Ders iſe imprimis eft qui Chriſtia- 
ram dndtrinumatq;ado Siripturam ſarram 
wveram efſe, © 079 ver elution ſue, & interns 
nmmdam wiſtincn & imprlſu bumanis men- 
tivasconteſl atur aty; perſuadet ; ot in £4 ih- 
ſ4 ſcriptura muitis in locis tft expreſſum, & 
freclare d Proſperg Aquitanico explicature 
De Analy{i dei 1. 1.C-1, 


ginning of his diſcourſe of the reſo/rtion of Faith ? It i 
God himfelf, ſaith he, iz the firit place, mhrch mnt convince 
and perſwade the minds of mea of the truth of the Chriftian 
Dottrine, and confequently of the Sacred Scriptures, ty ſom? 
inivard inſtintt and impulſe ; as it appears from SW@pture 
it felf,and is fully explained by Proſper.It you will then un- 
dertake to clear this 7ward ili and impirlſe upon the 


minds of men, whereby they are per{aded of the truth of Chrittianity and 


i 


: #* 
SCrIpture, 


OC OT IS OT OT One Apa CA m_ 


OE 
—— 


Chap. VI. Of the nfalbility of Tradition. 


—- 


Scripture, from Enthuſiaſm and a private ſpirit you miy aseafily do it for 
the urmoſt which is faid by Calvin, or Whitaker, or any other Proteſtant 
Divine. © This therefore is only an argument of your defire to cavil, and 


as ſuch I will paſs it over. For what concerns the influence which the Spirit - 


hath in the reſolution of Fazth, it will be enquired into afterwards. : 
The /a/# way mentioned in order to the reſolution of Faith, is, that of Rea- 

ſon, which (us Lordſhip ſaith ) cannot be denyed to have ſome place to come in; 
and prove what it can. According to which ( he tells us) noman cax be hin- 
dred from weighing the tradition of the Church the inward motives in Scripthre it 
ſelf, all teſtimonies within, which ſtem to bear witneſs to it ; and in all this (faith 
he) there is no harm : the danger is, when a man will uſe no other ſcale but reaſon, 
or prefer reaſon before any other ſcale. Reaſon then, can give no ſupernatural 
oround into which a man may reſotve his Faith, that the Scriptuxe is the word of 


God infallibly ; yet Reaſon can go {0 highgas it can prove that Chriſtian Religion, 


which reſts upon the authority of this Book, ſtands upon ſurer grounds of nature, 
reaſon, common equity,and juſtice, then any thing in the world , which any Infidel, 
or meer naturaliſt, hath done, doth, or can adhere unta, againſt it, in that which he 
makes,accounts,or aſſumes as Relgion to himſelf, This 1s the ſubſtance- of his 
Lordſhips diſcourſe about the uſe of Reaſon.; in which we obſerve, 

1. Thathe doth not make reaſo- a means ſufficient to ground an TIrfal- 
lible belief, that Scripture is the ward of God. And therefore you are guilty 
of notorious oſcirancy, or wiltul calumny, intelling us, That natural rea- 
fon is introduced by the Biſhop for that end. By which we may gueſsart the 
truth of what you ſay ar the end of your interlocutory diſcourſe between the 
Biſhop and the Heathen, that you have not wronged him, by either falſly im- 
poſing on him, or diſſembling the force of his arguments, wherein youare fo 
guilty , that the only extenuation of your crime had been, never to have 


profeſſed the contrary. For you giveus a hopeful ſpecimen of your fair 


. dealings at your entrance on this ſubjeQ, 


2. Though reaſon cannot give a ſupernatural ground whereby to reſolve 
Faith as to the Scriptures being Gods Word Tnfallibly ; yet reaſon may 
abundantly prove to any one who queltions it, the :ruth and reaſonableneſs 
of Chriſtian Religion. By which it you pleaſe, you may take notice of a 
double reſolution of Faith: the one 1s, into the 2ruthand reaſonableneſs of the 
Dodrine of Chriſtianity conſidered in it ſelf.; and the other is, into the 
Infallible means of the conveyance of that DoQrine to us, which is the 
Scripture, When therefore his Lordſhip offers to deal with a Heathey, 
he doth not as you, cither fillily or wilfully, would make him ſay, That he 
would prove Infallibly to him, that the Bible is Gods word, but that Chriſtian 
Religion hath ſo much the advantage above all others, as to make it ap- 
pear that ir ſtands upon furer grounds of ature, reaſon, common equity and 
juſtice, than any thing in the world, which any one who queſtions it doth 
adhere unto. Which I think is a thing that no one, who underſtands 
Chriſtian Religion , would be afraid to undertake againlt any Tzfidel of 
what ſort or nature ſoever. Theſe things being premiſed, your grand 
piece of Sophiſtry in the diſpute betweex the Heathen and the Biſhop , whom 
you ſo ſolemnly introduce at a Coxferexce about Religion, doth evidently 


diſcover it ſelf. Wherein, you bring i your learned Heathen, as one deſiring ' 


fatisfaition in matter of Religion ; but beins not verſt in Chriſtian Princi- 
ples, deſires to be ſatisfied by the evidence of natural reaſon ; which when the 
Biſhop hath condeſcended to ; your very next thing is, that your Heathen un- 
derſtands by his Lordſhips Book, that the fole foundation of our Faith is a Book 
called the Bible; which, ſaith he, you tell me muſt be believed Infallibly with 
every part and parcel in it, to be the undoubted Word of the true God, before 


T can believe any other point of Religion as it ought to be believed, As to 
Y 2 which, 
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which, your Heathen fees no ground to aſſent thut it ts G 0As Word. Put by this 
way of management of your diſpute, we may eafrly diſcern which way the 
iſſue of it is like to go. Doth his Lordfhip any where undertake to prove this 
in the firſt place 1»fallbly to a Heathen, 1 hat the Bible muſt be Tnf.ul:hly bo- 
lieved to be Gods Word? No, he offers to prove, firtt, the exc: //rz:cy and the 
reaſonabineſs of the Chriſtian Religion contidered in its felt. Fro n whence 
you might eaſily conceive how the a/pure oughtto be managed ; ſhewing 
firſt that the preceprs of Chriſtianity. are highly jult and reaſonable, the 
Promiſes of it luch as may induce any reaſonable man to the pr7tzce of thoſe 
Precepts ; and that the whole Dorn 1s ſuch, as may appearto any confi- 
derative perſon to have beett very wiſely. contrived : That there is nothing 
vain or impertinent in it,but that it is deſigned for great and excellent prrpoſe., 
the bringing men oft from the love of ſin to the love of God ; that 1t1s impol- 
ſible to imagine any Do#rine to be contrived with more adv12tce for pro- 
moting theſe exas, becauſe it repreſents to us the higheſt expreſſions of the 
Kindneſs and Goodneſs of God to man, and that the Pomiles made by GoZ were 
confirmed to the world by the death of his only Son ; That ſince mens 7:2 ures 


are now ſo degenerate, Godhath madea tender of Grace, and d:wine af/ijiance, 


whereby to enable men to perform the excellent duties of this Religion. 
That thoſe 7h/zgs which ſeem moſt hard to be/ieve in this Dodtrine, arc not 
ſuch things as might have been ſpared out of it ( as thought God did intend 
only to puzzle mens reaſon with them ) bur they are ſuch »9/erres, as it 
is impoſſible the wit of man can conceive they ſhould have been diſco- 
vered upon better reaſozs, or for more excellent exas ; as, that a Y:r211 


ſhould conceive by the immeatate power of God, to bring him into the world, 


who ſhould be the Savroar of it ; That there ſhould be a reſrreftion of bodiee, 
in order to a compleat felicity of them who obey this Doctrine ; and ſo for 
others of a like natnre : that ſuppoſing it poſhble ſuch things ſhould be, ic 
is impoſſible to conceive they ſhould be done upon better gronds, or for 
better purpoſes thanthey are in Chriſtian Religion. This being now a ſhort 
draught or Ideaof Chriſtainty, is the firſt thing which T ſuppoleany learned 
or inquiſitive Heathez or Izfidel ſhould be acquainted with ; if he finds 
taulrwith this, let him in any thing ſhew the incongruity or unreaſonahle- 
neſs of it. If he acknowledge this model of the Do@#r:re reaſonable, his 
next ſcruple is, Whether this be truly the Mode! of it or no ; for that end 
I tell him, we have a Book among us, which is, and ever hath been, by Chri- 


/#:4as, taken for granted, to comprize in it the Principles of Chr/?iaz Re- 


£ 


given him as the Jdea of Chri/tiaz Dottrine, do not perfetly agree with 
rhat Book. 1 do not bid him preſently abſolntely and infallibly beliexe this 
Book to be God's Word, which isa very prepoſterous way of procceding ; 
but only compare the Do#rine with the Book, as he would doa body of 
Civil Law, withthe I»ſtitates of it ; or the Principles of any Science, with the 
molt approved Authors of it. If after this ſearch, he be farisfied, that the 
repreſentation I gave him of Chr:/tiaz Religion, agrees with thoſe Books we 
call the Bible ; he yetfurther adds, that he acknowledges the Principles 
of our Relj9:0z to be reaſonable ; but deſires to be ſatisfied of the 'Lrnth of 
them ; Imult further enquire, Whether he doth believe any thins elf? to 
bein the world, beſides what he hath ſeen and heard himſelf ? I may juſtly 
ſuppoſe his Anſwer Affirmative; Ithen demand upon what grounds, A.Us- 
on the certain report of honeſt men, who have ſeen and heard other thinos than 


lizion ; I bid him take it, and read it ſerioully, and fee if rhat which I have 


, ever he did. But why do you think honeſt mens reports to be credible in 
ſuch caſes ? A, Becavſ”, I ſee, they have no deſian or intereſ# to deceive me in 


it. Will you then helieve the report of ſuch men, whom, I can make ir 
appear, could have no intereſt in deceiving you ? A. 17 can fee no reaſon to 
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the contrary. Wall you then believe ſuch men, who loſt their lives to make 
it appear, that their Teſtimony was true? A. Tes. Will you believe ſuch 
things, wherein perſons of ſeveral Ages, Profeſſions, Nations, Religions, 
intereſts, are all agreed that they were ſo. ? A. Yes, if it be only to believe a 
raatter of fatt ow therr Teſtimony ;, I can fee no ground to queſtion it.That is all I 
delireof you,and therefore you mult believe that there was in the world ſuch 
a perſon as Feſws Chrift,who dyed, & rofeagain;and,while he lived, wrought 

reat miracles to confirm his Doctrize with;and that he ſent out Apoſtles to 
preach this Doctrine in the world, who: tiKewilſe did work many miracles, 
and that ſome of theſe. perſons rhe better to preſerve and convey this Do- 
arine did write the ſubſtance of all that Chri/t either did,or ſpake,and withall 
penned ſeveral Ep:ſ#/e5 to thole Churches which were planted by them. Theſe 
areall matters of fact, 'and therefore on your tormer Principle you are to be- 
lieve them. There are then but two Scruples left, Suppoſizze all this true, yet this 
doth not prove the Dottrine Divine;nor the Ser!ptnres, which copvey it th be zmfal- 
{hle. To which Ianſwer, rx. Can you queſtion, whether that Do&rine be 
Divine, When the perſon: who declared it to the world, was lo 4;vizeand 
extraordinary a perion, not only 1n his converſation, bat in thofe frequent 
and unparallePd Mzracles which he wrought in the light and face of his ene- 
mics, : who, after his death, .did riſe again; -and converſe with his Diſciples, 
who gave evidence of their fidelity in the Teſtimony they gave of it; by lay- 
ing down their lives to atreſt the Trurh of ir ? Again,Can you queſtion the 
Drvintty of that Dofrine, which tended fo. apparently to the 'deſtruction 
of fin and wickedneſs, and the power of the evit Sprit in the world ? For, 
we cannot think he would quiz his potſefiion willingly-out of the bodies 
and fouls of men; that therefore: which threw him: our of both, mult be, 


not only a Doctripe direttly contrary to his.intereſt, but infinitely exceed- 


ing him in power : And that can be no leſs than Dijvize. But ſtill, you will 
fay, Is it not, beſides all this, neceſſary to believe theſe wery Books, you call the 
Scripture, to be divinely inſpired ; and howſhoald I know that ? To that I 
anſwer, x. That which God chiefly requires from you, is, the beliefof the 
Truth and Divinity of the Doctrine; for that is the Faith which will bring 
you to obedience, which is the thing God aims at. 2. If you believe the 
Dofrine tobe Trnueand Divine, you cannot reaſonably queſtion the Infal- 
libility of the Scripture. For, 19 that you read, that not only Chriſt did 
miracles, but his Apoſtles too ; and therefore their Te/#imony, whether 
writing or ſpeaking was equally izfa{zble ; all that you want evidence 
for, is, that ſuch perſons writ theſe Books, and that being a matter 
of fait, was ſufficiently proved and acknowledged before. Thus you ſee, 
it we take a right method, and not jumble things confuſedly together, as 
you do, what a fatisfaQory account may be given to any inquilitive per- 
ion ; firſt, of the Reaſonablene/s ; next, of the 7 ruth ; and laſtly, of the Di- 
vinitz, both of the Doctrine, and the Books containing it,- which we call 
the Scripture. | 

Let us now again ſee, How you make the Biſhop and Heathen diſpute. The 
ſubſtance of which, is, 7 hat you make your Heathen defire no leſs than infal- 
ble evidence that the Bible is God's Word by convidtion of natural reaſon ; 
whereas his T.ordſhip attemps only to make the Authority of Scriptnres ap- 
pear by ſuch Arguments, as unblievers themſelves could not but think 
re:ſonable, if they weighed them with indifterency. For ,- though, Haith 
he, this ruth, 1 hat Scripture 1s the Word of God, is not ſo demonſtratively 
evident 4 priori, as to inforce aſjent, yet it is ſtrengthened {o abundantly with 
probabl- Arenments, toth from the Light of Nature it ſelf, and Humane Teſt t- 
1Pny, that he muſt br very wilful and ſ#lf-conceited, that (hall dare to ſnpedt it. 
And ſure any reaſonable man in the world would think it ſufficient to _ 

Wit 


P. 77-0. I 5+ 


eee oe gg 


Of the Tnfallibility of Tradition. Part |. 


with an adverſary upon ſuch terms. But, ſaies your Heather, A man cannot 
be infallibly certain of what is ftrengthaed with bat probable Arguments, ſince 
that which is but probably true, may alſo be ſaid to be probably falſe. Which being 
a thing ſo often objeted againſt us by your party,muſt be fomewhar further 
explained. How far [»fallibility may be admitted in our belief, may part- 
ly be perceived by what hath been ſaid already,and what ſhall be ſaid more 
afterwards. That there is, and ought to be the higheſt degree of actual 


Certainty ; Taſſert as much as you : But ſay you, The very Arguments being - 


bat probable, deſtroy it: To whichl anſwer, by explaining the meaning of 
probable Arguments, inthis caſe ; whereby are not underſtood ſuch kind of 
Probabilities, which cannot raiſea firm Aſſext, in which ſenſe we ſay, That 
which ts probable to bets probable not to be ; but by Probabilities are only meant 
ſuch kind of rational Evidence, which may yield a ſufficient foundation for. 
a firm Aſſent, but yet notwithſtanding, which an ob/tinate perſon may deny 
Aſſent. As for Inſtance, if you were to diſpute with the - 4rhei/t concern- 
ing the Exiſtence of a-Deity, which he denies, and ſhould proceed with you 
5uſt as your Heathez doth with the Biſhop. Sir, All that Religion that you 
talk of, is built only upon the belief of a God, but I cannot be ifa/l:bly con- 
winced by natural reaſon , that there is ſuch a one. You preſently tell him,thar 
there is ſo much evidence for a Dezry,from the works of nature,the conſent of 
all people, &c. that he can have no reaſon to queſtion it.But ſill he replies , 
None of theſe are demonſtrations, for notwithſtanding I have conſidered theſe 
I believe the contrary ; but demonſtrations would make me i»fallibly certatn ; 
theſe then are no more but probable Arguments,and therefore ſince it is but proda- 
bly true, it may be probably falſe. How then will youlatisfie ſuch a perſon?Can 
youdo it any otherwiſe, than by ſaying,that we have as great Evidenceas thi 
nature of the hjzg will bear, and it is unreaſonable to require more ? Un- 
leſs you will tell hum,it is to no purpoſe tobelieve aiGod, unleſs he belreve it 
infallibly ; and there being no 7zfallible Arguments in nature,he muſt believe 
It on the [zfallibility of your Church. And do you not think, this werean ex» 
cellent way to confute Arheiſts-? But when we ſpeak of probable Arguments, 
we mean not ſuch as are apt to leave the mind zz ſuſpence, awhether the 
thing be true or no ; but only ſuch asare not proper and rigid dermonſtra- 
tions, Or infallible Teſtimony, but the higheſt Evidence which the nature of 
the thing will bear, and therefore may cauſe an wndonbred Certainty of A/- 
ſent. As 1t i510 all zatters of fait; for, Will you ſay, that it is as probable, 
that there is not ſuch a p/ace as Roxee, as that there is, becauſe the only Ar- 
oument you have to be convinced of it, 1s but in it ſelf a probability, which 
1s the fame and report of people. It is a piece therefore of great weak- 
neſs of judgement, to ſay, That there canbe no certain Aſſexr, where there 
is a meer poſſibility of being deceived. For there is no kind of Aſſent 
in the humane underſtanding, as tothe exiſtence of any thing, but there 
is a /s gan of deception in it. Will you ſay, becaulc it1s poſſible all mens 
ſenſes may deceive them, therefore there can be no certa;atyof any obje&t 
of ſenſe ? And, as well may you fay it, as deſtroy any certainty of 4ſſex? in 
Religion, where you ſuppoſe a poſſibility of being deceived. But, if I be 
not much deceived (thoughT ſuppoſe you will account it a grand Para- 
dox) an Aﬀent may be as firm and certain upon moral grounds, as upon 
a demonſtration, that is, when the matter is capable of no more than moral 
grounds, For, the reaſon why we ſuſpend Aſſent , is the nnproportionatenefs 


of the evidence tothe matter to be proved : So when the matter is capable 


of more evidexce thanis produced, and ] know it to be ſo, my under ſtandin? 
cannot firmly afſezt on ſuch evidence ; but when the matter is capable of 
no more than zzoral evidence, and I know it, T may as firmly aſſext to the 
. Truth of ſuch a thing, as tothe Truth of a clearer thing, upon clearer evi- 


dence. 
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Jence. Thus I may as firmly afſezt; that there are ſuch places as the Eaſt 
and 1We/t-Iadies, upon the conitant report of men, as that the three axgles 
af a trianzale, are equal to to rieht angles : I lay not, the evidences the ſame, 
but that the aſſet may be as jrz. You cannot then deſtroy the cerrainty 
of aſſeut, which 1s required to Chriſt;az Religion, by telling men, that the ar- 
ouneats they rely on, are but mor 2! arguments: And by this, you may ſee, 
there may be a degree far beyond probability in the aſſeat, where the Argu- 
ments in themſelves confidered, may be called probable ; or rather, that 
Moral ccrtainty may bea molt firm,rational, and nadoubted certainty. Your fol- 
lowing diſcourſe berweez the Biſhop and Heathen,runsupon the tormer miſtake, 
as though his intention were to prove firlt the Bib/eto be God"s Infallible word, 
before he would prove Chriſtian Religion to be true, which Thave already 
ſhewed you, isa miſtake, which appears ſufficiently by his own words, of 
rovins the Chriſlica Relivion to ſfand upon ſurer grounds than any other Relt- 
gion; not only than that oze which the Heathea believed, but apy other in the 
world : and therefore your Objection is an{wered, that for all this, + third 
Religion may be truer than both. Your remaining dilcourle proves nothing 
at all, but on the former Suppoſition ; and theretore,ſuppoling his intention 
be to prove Chri/t:anityto be 7 rue and Divine, his Argument from the power 
of it over the Devil, tollows plainly enough. And when he mentions the 
evidence of it ot of Scriptare , he doth not ſuppoſe the belief of it as az 7- 
fallible Word of God,but only as of any other hitory, and therefore is far from 
fach a pet/ti0 prizcipiz, as you imagine. That which zhe Brſhop ſaith, may 
reaſonably be Yurpoſed, as « Principle in Divinity (as there are poſtulata in other 
Sciences ) 15 not the Ffallibrlity of the Dottrize, or Revelation, but the Cre- 
aibility of borh,: in order to further Cozvid:0z concerning their I»fallibility ; 
for, unleſs the Credibility of it be firſt allumed as a m—_ men will not 
ule the means in order to conviction of its Izfallibility. And in this ſenſe he 
doth not contradict himſelf, nor unſay what he had faid before ; and that 
this was his ſenſe, appears by the laſt words of that diſcourſe, That a zzeer 
natural man may be thus far convinced, that the Text of God is a wery credible 
Text. Thus we ſee, how much, notwithſtanding your proteſtation to the 
contrary, 19: hve wronged the Biſhopboth by falſly impoſing on him, and diſſemb- 
lins the force of his aronment : And how unjuſt that imputation is, That if his 
Dodrize had ficm b:1d in the Primitive Church,it would have laid the world nnder 
au impoſſib1':ty of being converted to Chriſtianity ; whereasI have ſhewed how 
conſonant his way 15, as I explained it, both to reaſon, and the proceedings 
of the Primitive Chri/#;azs5 tn the converſion of learned Heathers. 

But ſince you will needs ſet the Biſhop to convert a learned Heathen, 1 
will ſce what an excellent faculty you have according to your Principles 
of fatisfying an 4heiſt, or a Sceprick iz Religion, whom, for your ſake, I 
will ſuppoſe more defirous of ſatisfaction, than commonly ſuch perſons are. 
Let us {ce then how he accolts you. 

Scept. Sir, I underitand by a great book of yours, that you have only ta- 
ken the right courle to convince ſuch perſons as my felt, who are a little 
doubtful concerning the received Principles of Religion in the world ; for 
the wiſe(t I have converſed with, of thoſe who own thoſe things, do offer 
only to prove them by Reaſoz and argrmerts, which, I underſignd, you de- 


cry, as 1 way 70 make all men ſuch as I am: but that you have an excellent 


Recipe for men under my 4i/erper ; for you promiſe them zo cſs than In- 
fallible certaiaty in all things you require them to believe, which isa thing 
I have been ſo long ſecking tor, and have yet ſo unhappily milt of, that I 
cannot but rejoyce in meeting with ſuch 2 healins Prie/t, who offers no- 
thing ſhort of 1-fallib/lity in all matters of Religion, 
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7. C. Sir, I queſtion not, bur before you and I part, Iſball cure thoſe 
diſtorted joynts of your mind,and inſtead of being a Scepzicz,make you a ſound | 
Catholick. For'indced it is true, what you lay , Thatthoſe who would 
convince you by reaſon, do bur otter to make you more a Sceprick than you 
are, at leaſt, you can have no Divine Faith at all upon [ſuch principles ; but it 
you will follow my counſel , I doubt not but to make you [nfallibly certary in 
the things we require you to beheve. : 

Szept. Tleethen there is hope of a cure tor me ; butT pray tell me what 
that 1s I muſt be Infallibly certain of, and by what means I ſhall attain ir, I 
would therefore inthe firft place be Infallibly certain of the being of God, and 
the /mmortality of ſonls, for theſe I take to be the principles of all Religion, 

T. C. You take a wrong method, you ſhould firft enquire after the 
22cans Of this Iafallible certainty, tor when once = have got that, it will 
make you Ifallibly certain of what ever you defire; but as long as you 
uſe ſtill ſo much reaſoz, as to demand Infallible certainty in prizciples betore 
concluſions, there 1s little hopes of your being a true Roman Catholick, Put 
I muſt tell you, this is not: the way : You mult {/t believe the Church, and 
then you may believe any thing. 

Scept. But would you have me attain 1z/alivle certain'y, without any 
reaſon that is Tnfallible * But becauſe you quarrel with my method, I will 
yield to yours, but let me deſire to know firſt , What thoſe thines are which 
1 muſt believe upon this Infallibility ? and then, Whether nothine ſhort of this 
Tufallible certainty will ſerve inorder to Faith ? for it 1o, I mult confeſs my 
ſelf not only a Sceptick but an Ifidet. 

T. C. All objefts of Faith muſt be believed with Infallible certainty , and no- 
thing ſhort of haz can be zrue Faith,tor true Divine Faith mnſt rely on Divine 
Authority,or ſome Word of God : now becauſe you cannot rely oz Gods writ- 
tex word for the Divine Authority of it ſelf, you mutt rely on lome D:wine 
anmwrittex word; which can be no other but what 1s delivered by the [»fal- 
lLble T eftimony of the preſent Roman Church. 

Sceprt.I was1in hopes,you intended my cure, but now I perceive you aim at 
making me worle;tor I never heard ſo many things uttered in a breath with 
ſo great confidence, and ſo little ſhew-of reaſon;that if T were not a Sreptich 
already,I ſhouldCommence one now. You tell me indeed very magilſterially, 
thar I cannot believe without Izfallibility , becaule Fairh muſt rely on a Dj- 
vine Teſtimony ; this Divine l eſtimony 18 not 1n Scripture(as you call it)but in 
the [zfallib:lity of your preſent Romay Church ; 1 find my doubts fo increafe by 
this diſcourſe of yours, that they all croud ſo to get out, I know not how to 
propole them in order,but as well as I can. You tell me the ground why you 
require Izfallible certainty, 1s, becauſe Faith muſt reſt on Divine Anthority, 
_ that this Authority muſt be that of your Church, which you ſay is Infallt- 
ble : thele things therefore I defire of you, fir/t, ro ſhew how your Churches 
Authority comes to be Divine.2.How her l eftimony comes to be Infallivle. 3 How 
1 may be Infallbly certain of this Infallibility. 4. Suppoling the Catholick Church: 
es Teſtimony to be ſo, how ſuch a Sceprick as Iam, ſhould know your Roman 
Church tobe that Catholick Church. 

T. C. Your firſt queſtion IS, How our Churches Authority comes to be Di- 
vine? I lee there is little hopes of doing good on you, that ask /c/ q-tes 


- ftions astheſe are ; you _ quietly to ſubmit your Faith to the Charct#, 


and heartily believe all theſe things without queſtioning them ; tor I muſt 
tell you, ſuch kind of queſtions have almoſt ruined us, and hath made 
{crupulous menturn Hereticks, and others Atheiſts : but fince 1 hope your 
fob may go no further than my axſivers , nor be any better under- 
itood, I muſt tell you ; That though we ſay, that it 15 meceſſary that Divine 
Euth muſt rely on Divine authority becauſe that ſeems to promile Lyfalli- 
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bility; yet when we come to our Churches Tefſtizzony, We dare not for fear of 
the Hereticks call it Divize, but Ifallible and in a manner, and attcr a ſort 
Divine, hoping they would never take notice of any Contratiftion in it; 
bur ſtul we lay, 4s far .zs goncerps preciſe Tnfallibility, it ts fo truly ſupernatural 
and certain, that it comes ngthing ſhort of the Divineſt 1 eftrony ; bt vet thr 

i not Divine, though it be by the Teſtimony of the Holy Ghoſt, and wet is ao im 

mediate revelation; but ſtill it nm, zuch, a5 1f the Church ſhoeld erre, Gods we 

racity may be called in queſtion aſſoon as the Churches. 

Scept. I took you for a Prieft before, but now T take you for an abſolute 
coxjurer : but I confels, Ilike this d;ſcorrſe well, for I perceive your Religion 


is built on ſuch gro»zas, as you never intend ſhould be underſtood, wherein I 


commend your d:ſcretioz; for thele diſt:aetions will doubtleſs do your work 
among filly and 1gnorant people, whichare a great part of mankind, and 
much the greateſt of your Church. I am theretore infinitely ſatisfied with 
this anſwer to my fir/# queſtion; an{wer but the reſt ſo, and Ipromiſe you to 
be leſs a Sceprick than ever I was. = 

7.C. To your ſecond, How her Teſtimony comes to be Tafallible + becauſe 
Iperccive you are a7 naderſtanding perſon, I will acquaint you with our way. 
The Hereticks trouble us with this 9ue/#:0z aboveall others : for they pre- 
ſently cry out, If you know the Scriprre to be Inf ::/lible by the Chrch, and 
the Church Isfallible by Scripture, we run into a Circle ; and this we know a5 
well as they, but do not think fit to let the people know it, and therefore 
we tell them of :hiz2s beino known 12 themſilves znd to 725, between the fo;- 
zral object and the Infallible witneſs, between the principal canfe and a conditio 
prerequiſite, between proving of it to Hereticks and to our ſelves ; but I fee 
{ome of my brethren of late have been much beholding to ſome things with 
©izards upon them called Mozives of cred7b;lity, and rhe generality are 16 
frighted with them, that they will rather ſay they are fatished thanask any 
more gue/t10z75 ; but if they do, theſe do fo little in zruth belong to our 
Church, that then we ſtorm, and {wear, and cry out upon them as Atheiſts, 
and that it is impotſible they ſhould believe any Religion who queſtion 
them; and if that doth it not, then we patter over the former d:/tinctions as 
we do our prayers, and hope they are both inan u2tzows tonrne. 

S:epr. Well, I ſee you are the man like to give me /2t#sfation ; I pray to 
Your third queſtion, How I m1y be Infallibly cr tain of this Infallibility er = 

7. C. That is a queſtion never asked by Cath9lices, andit we find any pro- 
pounding it whom we hope to proſelyte, we give them hard words and 
leave them ; for becauſe we ofter to prove our 1»f/b:1ity by only wor:wes 
of credibility, they preſently ask us, Whether our Infallibility be an Article of 
Fiith? if it be, then they may believe an Article of Faith without Infallible 
certainty, arid then what need our Churches Iafallibility? and then to what 
end do we quarrel wich their Fa:h tor being built on greater »2otives of cre- 
dibility ? which being ſuch untoward queſtions we fee there is no good to 
be done on them and ſo le:ve them : bur in our Books we are ſure tocry our 
of the fallibility and uncertainty of the Faith of Proteffants, becaule they ac- 
knowledge their Church is not Tofall:ble, and cry up our Church becauſe ſhe 
pretends to it ; 1f they ask, How we prove it, we ſeek to confound the te 
of the q-e109, and run out into the rece//ity of an unwritten Word, or bring 
{uch 0t/4:es as hold only for the Primitive and Apoſtolical Church, and 
make them ſerve ours t00., It all this will nor do, we have other /hrf#s {till 
but it is not yet fit to diſcover them. _ 
, Sept, To your fourth Qreftion (and then T will tell you my judgement ) 
\ How» your Church comes to be called or accounted the Cathol:ct Church ? 
 T.C. For this, though it ſeems itrange to the Hereticks, how a part 
?Hould be called or accounted the who/-, yet to all rrue Catholzcks, who muſt 
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wink hard that they may ſee the better, we make no great difficulty of it ; for 
we tell them the Pope is Chriſ's Vicar, and it 1s the head which gives the 
denomination, and ſo Catholick is nothing elſe but a zame to denote perſons 
who are inour Church ;- and if they queſtion this, they thereby are our of 
the Chrch, and ſo nnder dampation ; But for the {turdy Hereticks who 
deride our th»nderbolts, we axe put to a greater trouble, and are fain to 
gather 21l the citations of the Fathers againſt the poor Donari/ts, and apply 
them to the Hereticks, and whatever they ſay belongs to the Catholicr Church 
we confidently arrogate it to our ſelves, as though our Churchnow werethe 
ſame with the Catholick Church then : and chietly we have the —_— 
of the Proteſtants by this, that whatever corruptions they charge us with, 
they had the good hap to be almoſt generally receivedat the time Zsthy 
appeared, and upon this we :h»»der them with the ſuccefſrovand wiſthility of 
or Church ; as the Samaritans were much to blame they did nor ſerve the 
Iſraclites ſo, after their return from captivity ; for they had a continual ſuc- 
ceſſion in the ſame place, and a greater viſibility than the 1/7 a/ztes under their 
bondage ; but yet we had the advantage of them by a larger /pread, a lon- 
ger preſcription, and a fairer ſhew. : | 

Szept. Sir, Tam hugely taken with theſe diſcourſes of yours, and eaſily 
perceive (whatever they that believe Chri/t:az Religion to be true think) 
that you are men of wit azd parts; and underſtand your Iztere/?, I mean 
your Religion. Tunderſtand now throughly, to what 7zrext it is you ſay, 
that T hoſe who build their Faith on rational grounds, go about to deſtroy Reli- 
2i0n, 1 confeſs, you have taken the only way to reclaim me from any thing 
of Scepticiſon. TI ſuppoſe you underſtand my meaning, as I do yours. 

In this diſcourſe I pretend not, as you did, to deliver his Lordſhips words, 
and ſo wrong him by fal{ly impoſing them on him in another ſenſe than he 
intended them, but collect from your former managery of this Controver- 
fie, what your real ſezſe and meaning 1s, and how excellent a way this is, 
inſtead of reclaiming Arhcij?s to make them ſo. If I have miſtaken your 
meaning, I pray ſpeak more clearly, and then we ſhall think you mean 4ho- 
zeſtly; but as long as you walk ſo much in the dart, you will give us leave 
to ſuſpect your delign is either upon our pres or our Rel/72i0. I now re- 
turn to your Church-tradition. ; | 

6. 14. You begin your ſixth Section with a fair Syppoſition and carry it on ac- 
P.-.n.s. Cordingly, which is of a Child broneht np in your Church, who is command- 
ed to believe the Scriptures, and all other Articles of Faith on the Authority of 
nour Church, whom you ſuppoſe to dye without once lookins into the Seri- 
ptures : Your queſtion is, Whether he had ſaving Faith or ao ; if ſo, then the 
Churches Authority is a ſufficient oronnd for Infallible Faith ; if not, then he 
hid none at all, and conſequently conld not be ſaved. Ianſwer, We pry not 
into Divze ſecrets, on which account we dare not pronounce of the final 
condition of ſuch who through ignorance cannot be acquainted with Goa 
nr:ttea Word; we therefore lay, that an hearty aſſent to the Doftrine of the 
Goſpel 1s the Faith which God requires, and if this Faith lead men to obe- 
dience to God's will, we aſſert the ſufficiency of it for ſalvation, and not 
otherwiſe ; for Fazth is not therefore ſavize, becauſe built on an 1nfallible 
ground, as you fondly ſeem to imagine ; but when it aztains its ex! when 
it brings men to a hearty obedience to the preceprs of the Goſpel. And if 
ſome among you, may believe that which is in it ſelf true, but upon weak 
and inſufficient grounds, as the advantages of education (which are much 
rather the foundation of the Faith of ſuch a one as you ſpeak of, than any 
Intallibility ſuppoſed by him in the Church) yer ſuch and fo great is the 
goodneſs of God, that it a F:/th ftanding on ſich grounds do attain its 
end, that is, make ſuch a one Univerſally holy, we deny nor, but God may 

accept 
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accept of it tor Salvation. But ſtill we ſay, ftich a Faith is fo far from being 
Infall:ble, thar it is not built on any ſufficient or fatisfaftory ground, tor the 
motive Of it 15 that, which may be falſe as well as tre ; for he that aſſents to 
any thing on the Authority of any Chnrch, before he doth judge whether her 
Authority be to be relyed on abſolutely or no, may believe a /a/{bo04 aiſoor 
as truth upon that A#zhority ; and the more he makes this his foundation, 
the more he is in danger of being deceived. As ſuppoſe a Child brought 
up in 74; and inſtructed in that Re/7p70-; he is told that he miuſt without 
examination believe Mahomets Alcoran to be Divine ; and he muſt acither 
doubt of this, nor of any other Article of Faith; univerſally received among 
Mahumetans : way not ſucha one as invincibly beltevethe Authority of the. 
Turkiſh Church (if we may callitſo) as your Ch//d doth the Authority of 
your Church ? Where then lies the difference ? you ſee plainly, it cannot be 
in the Motive to Faith, for the Authority ts ſuppoſed equally 1z/all;ble in 
both; but it lies in the evidence of zr-th in one Religion above the other, 
and this requires ſomething more than the Athoriry of the Church, viz. 
judgement and diligent examination. And then Faith is built on a ſure 
oround, Remember then, that we enquire trot what abatements God 
makes for the prejudices of education 1n believing or not believing any Reli- 
gion ; nor how God intends to deal with them, who through age or other 
Invincible prejudices are uncapable of judging the evidence of truth in any 
Religion ; but what are the certain gro»zds of Fath, which ſober and un- 
dcrſtanding men may and ought to build their belief of true Religion upon. 
But you proceed, and /»ppoſe your young Chriſtian to live, and apply himſelf to 
udy, and becom*s a learned man, and then upon the Churches recommendation 
betakes himſelf to the reading the Scriptures, upon which by the light he diſcovers 
in it +he finds the Faith he had before, was but a humane. per ſwaſion and not a 
Divine Faith, and conſequently that he had no ſaving Faith of any Article of Chri- 
tian belief, and ſo was out of the ſtate of Salvation ; from whence (you ſay) 
will fprins gripes and torture of ſpirit among Chriſtians. And why fo ? 
What, becauſe they diſcern greater reaſon to believe than ever they did, 
muſt they find gripes and torture of ſpirit ? I had thought, the more /;2hr men 
had found, 7. e. the more reaſ6z tor believing, the more peace and content- 
ment they had intheir minds. And {oT verily belteve it ts : bur probably 
your meaning 1s, 7 his Dottrine will cauſe gripes and torture of ſpirit in thoſe 
who have no other foundation of Faith, but your Churches authority, and never 
enquire after more : If it does ſo, much good may they do them ; and I 
verily believe, ſuch doubts may tend more to their ſatisfaQtion at laſt, than 
their preſent ſecurity ; and a Do&trine which tends to convince the world 
of the folly and unreaſonableneſs of ſuch a kind of ;-2p/rcire Faith, the un- . 
ſuitableneſs of it to the nature of Re/zgi0» in general, but more eſ;ecially 
the Chriſtian ( whoſe great commendation is, that it puts men upon ſo 
much ſearching and enquiry into the truth of it ) would trend more to the 
g20d of the Chriſtian world, than any of thoſe /of# and eaſie prixciples which 
you ſeek to keep men in obedrexce by, and that I am afraid more to your 
Church than to Chriſt. Why then ſuch a Dottrine ſhould cauſe zeea!e/s 
gripes and tortures of ſpirit, 1 cannot imagine : it muſt certainly be a great 
confirmation to the 2/#4 of any good man to lee ſtill further reſo: for his 
Faith, by which it grows. more radicated and confirmed. Or would you 
have a man diſquiet himſelf, becauſe he 1s not {till a Child ? much ſuch a 
kind of thing this is, that a mans mind mult be zortured, becauſe his Faith 
grows ſtroneer ; for we aſſert that there are aecerees in Faith ; which you 
who make all Faith [fable cannot do, unleſs you ſuppole an Infallible | 
thing may grow more Izfallible. And if all true Faith be Infallible, how 
_ can menpray for the izcreaſe of Faith, rg they pray for the om of 
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their Tyfallibitity ; which is a prayer, I ſuppore, not many m your Church 
are allowed to make, for then what becomes ot your Pop:'s prerogative, 
when not on'y every one among you 15 ſuppoled to be 1f b/c, but hopes 
as well as prays tobe more Ixfalble, which 1s more than your Pop: or your 

Church dares pretend to. 
- But whether Doftrine tends more to /zward gripes and tortures of fþrrit, 
yours orours, let any reaſonable man judge ; tor we aſſert that true 'ath 15 
Ca pable ot deorees ot augmentation, bur you aſlert that there 1s no Div/ze = ith 
but what is [zfalible ; when therefore men by reflettion upon themiclves 
arc ſo far from finding ſuch an Izf«l:b:/;ty in their aſſezt, that they conthate 
with many doxbts and fears, as we ſee the Apoſtles did even after the »: [#r- 
rection of Chriſt ; you mult pronounce that the 4poſt/cs when they queſti- 
oned Chr:/ts r-ſurrection from the dead had no Divine Faith at all : for it is 
Mark 16. 14. plainthey were far from an Infallible aſſext to it, when Chriſt npbraided thim 
1th ther nabclief and hardneſs of heart, becauſe they believed not them which 
hid ſeen him after hz was riſen. Were they Infallible in their aſſez:! then or 
no ? Thope you will not contradict Chriſt ſo much as to ſay fo ? or had 
they no Divine Faith then at all ? what not St. Peter, tor whom Chr1/f 
prayed that his Farth ſhould zot fail, and from the indrfettibility of whole 
Faith you derive that of the Pope ? ( but here you may ſee what a certain 
. Foundation you have for it, when it is ſo apparent here, that S. Peter's Fazrh 
did fail, and that as to ſo important az Article of” Faith, as Chriſfs onn Re- 
ſarrettion ; for certainly, S. Peter was one of the eleven.) Nay, Doth not 
Chriſt upbraid them tor their «belief, in not 'believing them that had ſeen him 
after hewas riſen £ Weſee then, Chriſt chides them tor not reſolving their 
faith intoa humane and moral Teſtimony ; It you had been there, no doubt 
you mult have told him, He was miſtaken inthe nature of faith, which could reſt 
on nothing but an infallible Teſtimony ; and nnleſs he ſhewed you by ſufficient Mo- 
tives, that thoſe perſons who ſaw him riſen, were infallible, for all his haſte you 
were uot bound to believe him. But, whether Chriſt or you be the more in- 
fallible, judge you. We ſee our Bleſſed Saviour requires no more Aſſe nt, 
than the zatureofthe thing will bear ; nay, he upbraids thoſe who will not 
believe upon Moral aud Humane Teſtimony ; but you ſay juſt the contrary, as 
though you were reſolved to contradict him : But that is ſufficient Argu- 
ment to all Chri/t;axs, of the fallity and folly of your Doctrine, which tends 
to no other end, but to make all conſidering men Scepricks, or Atheiſts, For, 
when you lay it down as a certain Maxim, that no faith can be D:wvixe, but 
what 15 1fa{lible ; and they find no ſuch T»fallib:lrty in the grounds or the 
nature of mens Aſſezt, What then follows, but thoſe worlt fort of gripes 
aud tort ures, tuch as argue an inward Conwulſron of mind, and bring men ro 
a greater Queſtion, Whether there be any ſuch thing, as that you call true 
D:wiae faith, inthe world ? You goon with your Catcchnmen”s d:rſco.trſe, 
who muſt ſuppoſe, Either that the Church taught, that he was to believe Seri- 
pture infallible, upoa her own infallible I eftimony, or not ; If fo, then he r«flefts, 
that this Church hath plainly deceived him, and all others, who believed npcn that 
| Suppoſition, and fo expoſed them all to the hazard of cternal damnation ; ard 
P. 75.7% - therefore was no [rue Church, bat a deceiver, From whence ( ſay you) he 
gathers, that hy recommendation of Scripture, ts as much as nothing, and fo 
at laſt, is left to the fole Letter of Scriptnre, and ſo mnſt gather from thence its 
Authority, or there can be no means left him on the Biſhops own Principles, to 
believe infallibly that Scripture is Divine, and the True Word of God. This 
diſcourſe of yours conſiſts of three Abſurdities, which, will follow upon 
one of your Churches queſtioning her Infallibility. x. That ther your Church 
will be guilty of Impoſture. 2. Then the Churches Teſtimony ſirnifies nothing. 
3. 1 hat then the ſole Letter of Scripture muſt aſſure men of its Divine Authority. 
For 
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Cor the fr, I muſt confeſs him whom before you ſuppoſed a Ch:/4; to be 
now grown to years of underſtanding, ſince he doth fo wiſely refle&t on 
himfclt, as to your Churches orofS Impoſture, in her pretence of [nfallbility ; 
1nd, no doubt, 1t 15 one of the greateſt which hath been known in the 
Chriſtian world, which you cannot your ſelf deny, ſuppoſing that it be not 
true that ſhe 1s 2xfall;ble. For, Can there be any higher cheat inthe world; 
than under a pretence of I»fallib/lity, to impoſe things upon mens faith; 
which are contrary tothe S-»ſeand Reaſon of mankind, to Keep them from 
that inward ſatisfaction, which their ſouls might tind from a ſcrious conſi- 
deration of the exce/lent pature of Chriſtian Religion, and a diligent pra- 
ctice of it, to contradict thereby the very ſcope of Chriftianiry, which 
Courts our eſteem, by oftering it ſelf to the fairett tryal ; when, I fay, under 
this pretence Chriſtian Religion 1s apparently diſhonoured, the welfare of 
mens ſouls hindered, and rhe greateſt corruptions obtruded, without pol: 
ſbiliry of amendment of them, excuſe your Charch trom Impoſture if you 
can ; for my part, I cannot, nor any one elſe who throughly conſiders ir. 
For the ſecond ; it will follow indeed, that the Teſtimony of your Charch is 
as muchas nothing, as toany rfallible foundation of faith ; bit yet it may 
be of great «ſe tor conveying Univerſal Tradition to us, and ſo by that de. 
liverins the Scripture into our hands, as the izfa/lible rule of faith. To the 
Third ; it by no means follows, that there is nothing but the /ole Letter of 
Scripture left to convince us of the Divine Authority of Scripture ; T hope the 
_ Miracles, fulflling Prophecies, the nature and reaſonableneſs of the Do- 
drine of Scriptures, are all left befides the bare letter of Scripture ; and theſe, 
we ſay, are ſufficient to make us believe, that the Scripture contains the in- 
fallible Word of God. 2M 

Now your profound Chriſtian begins to refle&t on the Biſhops way, which 
is (lay you) That the Teſtimony of the Church is humaye and' fallible, and 
that the belief of the Scripture reſts upon the Scripture it ſelf. But, it will be 
more to our purpoſe, to hear the Bſhop deliver his own mind, than to hear 
you ſo lamely deliver it; which, in ſhort, he fumms up thus. 4 man & 
probably led by the Authority of” the preſent Church, as by the firſt informing, 
znducing; perſwading means, to believe the Scripture to be the W ord of Goa : 
But, when he hath ftudied, conſidered, and compared this Word with its ſelf, 
and with other writings, with the help of ordinary grace, and a mind morally 
induced; and reaſonably perſiwaded by the woice of the Church, the Scripture then 
gives preater, and higher Reaſons of Credibility to it ſelf, than Tradition alone 
could give. And then, he that believes, reſolves his laſt and full Aſſeat, that 
Scripture is of Divine Authority, into internal Arguments found in the Letter 
it ſelf, though found by the help of Tradition without, and Grace withia, This 
is the ſubſtance of his Lordſhip Opinion, againſt which we ſhall now con- 
ſider what your Diſcourſer hath to object. 

1. The fir/f; is from the caſe of ignorant: and illiterate perſons ; ſuch, who 
ether throneh want of learning could not read the Scripture, and examine, or 
elſe made little nſe of it, becauſe they ſuppoſed they might have infallible faith 
without it ; What then becomes of millions of ſuch fouls, both in former qd pre- 
ſent times ? To this I anſwer ; Although the Jexorance and tareleſneſs 
of meh} in a matter of ſo great conſequence, be lo great inall zzes, as is not 
to be juſtified, becauſe all men ought to endeavour after the higheſt wayes 
of /atisfaftio, in a matter fo nearly concerning them (and it is none of 
the leaſt things to be blamed in your Church, that ſhe doth fo much coun- 
tenance this 1gnorance, and negleCt of the Scripture) yet for ſuch perſons, 
who either morally, or invincibly, are hindred from this capacity of ex- 
amining Scripture, there may be ſufficient means for their F4ith to be built 
upon. For, although ſuch illiterate perſons cannot theinftelyes ſee, and 
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by that ſes by which Fazth is conveyed, that 1s, Hearn? ; and by tharx 
means they have ſo great certainty, as excludes all dorbrizy, thar ſuch 7y. 
etrines, and luch matters of fat, are contained in theſe Books, by which they 
come to the underſtanding of the nature of this Do##i, and are capable of 
tudging concerning the D:viz'ty of it. For the Light ſpoken of in ycr1pr re, 
1s NOE 2 L:-bt tothe ze, but to the 977d; now the 2/24 18 capable of this 
Li-ht, as well by the ear, as by the exes. The caſc then of Iuch hz ft riliter tte 
re: ſe:5, aSare not capable of reading Scripture, but diligently and devoutly 
hear it read to them, is much of the ſame nature with thoſe who heard tlie 
Apoſtles preach this Do#tr ize before it was writ. For, whatever was an Ar- 
gu:nent to ſich to believe the Apoſtles in what they ſpake, becomes an Ar- 
gument to ſuch who hear the ſame rhings, which arc certainly convey<dto 
us by an zzqueſtionable 1 radition : Sothat nothing hinders, bur [..ch illiterate 
7er{ons may reſolve their Fath into the ſame Duct; ine and AMotries whick 
others do, only thoſe are conveyed to them by the cor, which are conv yed 
ro others by the ezes. But, if you ſuppoſe perſons ſo rude and illiterate, 25 not 
ro underſtand any thing, but that they are to believe as the Church bel eves;; 
do you, if you can, reſolve their Farth for them ; tor my part, I camo, and 
am fo far from ir, that I have no reaſon to be/reve they can have any. 

2. The ſicond thing objefted by your dilcourſer is, 7 hat zf the Church.s 
1TYagement be fallible, thew wnuch more ones onn judgement is f.lluble. And 
therefore, if; notwithſtanding all the care and pains taken by the Doors of th: 
Charch, their perfwaſion was only humane azd fallible ; what reaſoa hath any par- 
ticular perſon to to That he i divinely and infallibly certain by his readins th: 
Script-re, "that it is Divine Truth ? But, rx. Is there no difterence berweea 
the Churches Perſwafioz, and the Churches Tradition ? Doth the Biſhop dean, 
but the perſwaſion of the Dodors of the Church, is as 7z1lble, as that of any 
particular perſon ? But this he denies, that they can derive that 1»f/.;9:liry 
of the 2r0unds of their Per/waſion into their Tradition, loas thoſe who are to 
receive it on their Teſtimony, may be competent Judges of it. May we 
not then {uppoſe their Tradition to be hum and fallible, whole perfwaſion 
of what rhey deliver, is eſtabliſhed on 7»fallible grounds ? As a Mathemati- 
c:a7 15 demonſtratively convinced himſelf of the Truth of any particular 
Problem; but, if he bids another belreve it on his Teſtimony, the other there- 
by hath no de-on/?rative evidence of the Trath of it, but only fo great m1 
ral evidence, as the Teſtimony of that perſon carries along with it. The 
cafe is the ſame here : Suppoſe thoſe perſons in the Church in every Ae of 
it, have to themſelves ;zfallible evidence of the Divinity of the Srripture, yer 
when they are to deliver this to be believed by others, unlefs their 7.- 
ftimony hath zzfallible evidence in it, men can never have more than h1maze 
or moral certainty of it, 2. It doth not at all follow, that if the Tet. zv0% 
of the Chnrch be fallible, no particular perſon can be izfallibly aſſured of the 
Divinity of the Scripture, unleſs this alſurance did wholly depend upon thir 
Teſtimony ; indeed, if it did ſo, the Argument would hold, but otherwiſe it 
doth notat all. Now, you know, the Brſhyp denies that the Faith of any 
particular perſoz doth reſt upon the judgement of the Ch 17h; only he faith, 
This may be a Motive and Inducement to men, to conlider further ; but that 
which they rely upon, is, that ratiozal evidence which appears in the Scri- 
pture it ſelf. 

3. He goes on, and argues againſt this uſe of Tradition, thus, If the 
Light of the Scripture be isſuffti:iext toſhew it ſelf, untſs it be introduced by the 
recommendation of the Church ; How came Luther, Calvin, Zuinglius, Hulle, 
ec. to diſcover this Light in it, ſein? they rejected the Authority of” all wiſible 
Churches in the world, &c ? ; 
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Sure your Diſcourſer was not very profound in this, that could not di- 
ſlinguiſh between the Authority of Univerſal Tradition, and the Authority 
of the preſent viſible Church, or between the Teſtimony of the Church, and 
the Authority of it. Shew us where Luther, Calviz, &c. did ever reject the 
Aithority of an uncontrouled Univerſal Tradition, fuch as that here men- 
tioned concerning the Scriptures being the Mord of God : Shew us where 
they deny that U/: of the Teſtimony of thoſe Churches, whoſe Authority 
in impoling matters of Faith they denied, which his Lordſhip aſſerts, viz. 
to be a means to introduce men tothe knowledge and belief of the $:r:. 
ptures; and, unleſs you ſhew this, you do nothing. | 

4. Heargues againlt that Light in Scripture, becauſe it is not ſufficient to 
diftingutſh Canonical Books from ſuch as are not ſo ; For (layes he) Had not 
the Ancient Primitive Fathers in the firſt three buadred years, as much reaſon 
aut ability to find this Light in Scripture, as any particular perſon ? Tet many 
Books which do appear to us to ve God's Word, by their Light, did not appear 
to be ſo to them by it, till they were declared ſuch by the Catholick Church, 1 
anſwer, 1. Where doth his Loraſhip ever fay, or pretend, that any per- 
ſon, by the Light contained in the Books, can diſtinguiſh Books that are Ca- 
zonical, from ſuch as are not ? All that can be diſcovered, as to particular 
Books in queſtion, is, the examination of the Do##rize contained jin them by 
the ſeries of that, which is in the unqueſtionable Books ; for, we know, 
that God can never ſpeak cotradiitioas : but itill this will only ſerve to ex- 
clude ſuch Books as contain things contrary, but not toadmit all which have 
no Dofrine contrary to Scripture. 2. The reaſon why the Primitive Fa- 
thers queſtioned any Books that we do not, was not becauſe they could not 
diſcover that Light in them, which we do ; for .neither can we diſcover fo 
much Zight in any particular Book, as meerly from thence to ſay, It is Ca- 
zonical ; but there was not ſufficient evidexce then appearing to them, that 
thoſe Copies did proceed from Apoſtolical perſons ; and this was therefore 
only an Argument of that commendable care and caution which was in 
them, leſt any Book ſhould paſs for Cazonical, which was not really fo. 
_ 3. Whenthe Catholick Church eclared any controverted Book to be Canon. 
cal; Did not the Church then ſee as much Light in it as we do? but that 
Lizht which both the Church and wedilcover, is nor a diſcriminating Izter- 
nal Licht, but an Extersal Evidence from the ſufficiency, and validity of Te- 
ftimony. And ſuch we have for the Canonical Books of the Old Teſtament ; 
and therefore you have no cauſe to quarrel with us, for recezving them from 
the Jewiſh Synagogne ; For who, I pray, are ſo competent witneſſes of what is 
delivered, as they who received it ? and the Apoſe tells us, That to the Fews 
were committed the Oracles of God. 

5. Hence your diſcourling Chri/ax argues, That if one take up the Seri- 
pture on the acconnt of Traaition, then, if one ſhould deny S. Matthew's Go- 
ſbel to be the written Word of God, he could not be accounted an Heretick, be- 
cauſe it was not ſufficiently propounded to him to be God's Word, Whether 
ſuch a perſon may be accounted a Heretick in your ſenſe, or no, I am ſure 
he is in S. Pau/s, becauſe &Jerpp6y ſelf-condemned, and that for the ve- 
ry contrary reaſon to what you give, becauſe this is ſufficiently propounded to 
hin. Ipray, tell me, What way you would have ſuch a thing /»/iczezz1y 
propounded as a matter to be believed, that this is not propounded 1n ? 
Would you have an unqueſtionable evidence, that this was writ by one 
of Chriſs Apoſtles, called S. Matthew ? ſoyou have. Would you have all 
the Churches of Chriſt agreed in this Teſtimony 1n all Azes from the Apoſtles 
times? ſoyou have. Would you have it delivered to you by the Tefti- 
mony of the-pre/cxt Church ? 1o you have. What then is, or can be want- 


ing, in order to a Propdfition of it to be believed ? Why, forſooth, fome 
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infallible, authoritative ſentence of the preſent Church, which ſhall mate this ay 
Objctt of Faith. See what a diffcrent mould ſome mens minds are of from 
others ! For my part, ſhould I ce, or hear any Church in the world, under- 
taking ſuch an office as thar, I ſhould be ſo far from thinking it more ſith- 
ciently propounded by it, that 1 {ſhould nor {cruple to charge it with the 
greateſt preſumption and arrogance that may be. For, on what :.ccount 
can it poſſibly be a thing cre ible to me, that S. Matthen*s Goſpel contains 
God's written Word any turther, than it is evident that the per/ozz who wrote 
it, was one choſen by Chrift, to deliver the ſumm of his proceedings, as :n 
Apoſtle,to the world ? And therefore I have no reaſon to think, he would 
deceive men in what he ſpake or writ : The only Queſtion then is; How I 
ſhould know this is no counterfeit name, but that S. Matthew writ it ? Let 
us conſider, what poſſible means there are to be aſſured of it. I cannot ima: 
gine any but theſe two; Either that God ſhould immedately reveal it ei- 
ther to my ſelf, or to ſome Church to propound it tome; or elfe, that I am td 
believe thoſe perſozs who firſt received thoſe _ tron his hands, by whoſe 
means they were diſperſed abroad inthe world, from whence they are con- 
veyed by an ungueſtionable Tradition down to us. Ofthel: two, chuſe whe- 
ther you pleaſe: if the fr/#, then particular ummediate Revelations are ne- 
ceſſary to particular perſons, to have ſuch an Object of Faith ſufficiently pro- 
pounded to them, and then the Church cannot authoritatively pronounce 
any Books of Scripture to be Canonical, without immediate Revelation to her, 
that this Book was written by ſuch a perſon, who was 4:2:z+1y af/iſted inthe 
writing of it. Andthis you havedenicd before to belong to the Chyrch. 
If you take up with the ſecozd, the nnqnc/tionable Teſtimony of all Aves, ſince 
the Apoſtles ; then judge you whether S. Matthen”s Goſpel be not ſufficiently 
propounded to be believed ; and conſequently, Whether any one who 
ſhould queſtion or deny it, be not guilty of the greateſt pieviſhneſs and ob- 
ſtinacy imaginable. From hence we may ſee, with what ſuperfluity of 
diſcretion the next words came from you ; Naz, hence it follows, that even 
our bleſſed Saviour, who is wiſdom it ſclf, would have been eſteemed by all the 
world, not a wiſe Law-giper, but a meer Ignoramus axd Impoſtor, For tame, 
man, forbear ſuch inſolent expreſſions tor the future, and repent of theſe. 
For, Muſt Chris Wiſdom be called in queſtion, and he liable to be accounted 
an Janoramus and Tmpoſtor, if he doth not make your Church uf illil'e ? 1 
have told you often before, how much your Do#r:ne of” Inf -:llibility tends to 
Atheiſm, and now you ſpeak out, For the meaning of your words plain- 
ly, 1s, If God hath not entruſted Chard with a full and abſolute power to ae- 
clare what is his will, aud what not, Chriſt was an Ignoramus and Impoſtor. For 
that is the ſubſtance of your next words. For, had he not framed, think you, 
a ſlrapge and Chimerical Common-wealth, were it alone d:ſtitnte of a fall and 
abſolute power, to give an authentical ana unqueſtiouable declaration, which 
is the true and genuine Law ? Now, it 15 evident from all your diſcourſe 
foregoing, you only plead for this full and abſolute power in your Church ; 
and judge you then what thg conſequence 1s (to all thoſe who cannot ſe 
any ſhadow of reaſon for this your pretended Infallibility ) neither more 
nor leſs, than that Chri/ts is /;able to be accounted by all the world an Tenoramus 
and Impoſtor : Nay, that they are fools, who account him not ſo ; if they do 
not believe this preſent Infallibility of your Church ; for it ts apparent (lay you) 
that he hath ordered his Common-wealth worſe than ever any one did, And 
now let any that conſider what pitiful ſilly proots you have produced for 
this preſent Infallibility, (nay, ſuch, that Iam contident, that you cannot 
think your ſelf you have inthe leaſt meaſure proved it ) then judge, what 
thoughts of Chr;/ you are forcedto entertain your ſelf upon your own 
Argument, viz. as of an Tenorams and Impoſtor. Hath not your —_ 
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led you now a fine dance ? Isnot this the way to make F:/7/ cert tip, and to 
reclaim -415+;/?s ? Thad thought it had been enough for your Canoniſts, to 
have charged Chriſt with iadiſcretion, 1t he had not left a /Ycaron earth; but 
now, it ſeems, the profound Philoſophers, learned Divines, and expert H:/to- 
rians (for ſuch a one, you told us, your diſcourſing Chri/f;xz was ſuppoſed 
by you to be in whoſe name theſe words are ſpoken) do charge Chriſt with 
folly and 1m polture, it he hath not made your Church izfallible, For, ſhift it 
off as you can, you cannot deny but that muſt be the aim of theſe words © for 
you are proving the neceſſity of an zzfallible Declaraticy by the preſcat Church, 
in order to a/fficrent Propoſition of the Scripture to be believed ; and it isnot 
rious you never pretend that any C/77ch hath any ſhare in this Lofahb{zry, 
but your own; And therefore rhe conſequence unavoidably follows, that 
tince there can be no /ffiriext Propoſition, that the Scripture 15 to be believed 
without this ?fall/ble Teſtimony; fince no Church pretends to this Infallbility, 
but yozrs ; ſince, without ſuch proviſion tor the Church, Chriſt world have been 
eft:enm-d by all the world not a wiſe Law-ezver, but a meer Ignoramus 274 I1po- 
for ; What then follows, but that it your Chu7rch be not 7afallible, He muſt 


beaccounted ſo ?. And it you dread not theſe conſequences ; I hope all Chr+- 


ſtrans do, and have never the better thoughts of your I»f://bility tor them. 

6. Letus ſee, how he coines cloler tothe matrer it ſelf ; and eximines 
how this Lioht fhould be Infallible, and Divine, ſuppoſing the Churches eſt:mo- 
ny to be humane and fallible. The ſubſtance of which, is this, If the Church 
may err, we mv ſuppoſe ſhe hath err-d in teftifpiz form? Books tobe Gods Word . 
in that caſ:, Books that were not Gods Word, world be equally recommended with 
thoſe that were : And that it would be t2poſfible for any particular perſon, by 
reading them, to diſtinguiſh the oze from the other. To which T anſiver r. It 
15 all one with you to ſuppoſe a Church fallible, and ſuppoſe that ſhe hath er- 
re. To puta cale of a like nature. The Teſtimony of all mankind is 
/allible; May you therefore ſuppoſe that all mankind hath erred in ſome- 
thing they are agreed in? The Teſtimony of all thoſe perſons who have 
ſeen Rome, 15 fallible ; May I therefore queſtion whether they were-not all 
deceived ? But of this afterwards. 2. When you ſpeak of the Church er- 
ring, Do you mean the Church ia every Aze ſince Chriſts Coming, concerning all 
the Books of Scripture ? or, the preſent Church, concerning only ſome Books of 
Scripture ? If you ſuppoſe , the Church of a Ages ſhould be deceived, 
you mult ſuppoſe ſome, who were 7zf//ble, ſhould be deceived ; thoſe 
were the Apoſtles in writing and delivering their Books to the Churches of 
their tune; or clſe you mul —_—_— all the Apoſtolical Churches deceived in 
taking thoſe Books to have come from the Apo/t/es, which did not ; And is 
not this a congruous Suppolition ? Well then, it it be unreaſonable to ſup- 
pole the Apoſtolrcal Churches deceived, and impoſſible to imagine the Apoſtles 
deccived, in ſaying, They writ what they did not : Where then muſt ſuch 
an univerſal errour as this, come in? Or, Is it not equally unreaſonable to 
{uppole all the Chriſtian Churches in the world ſhould be deceived, without 
any queſtioning of ſuch a deceit, ſuppoſing but the goodnefs and common 
providence of God in preſerving ſuch records, and the moral induſtry uſed 
by Chriſtians, ina watter of ſuch importance ? Ir is therefore a very abſurd 
and unreaſonable thing to imagine, ' hat all the Churches of Chriſt, in all Ages, 
ſhould err in receivins all the Books of Srripture. Let us then fee, as to the 
preſent Churches erring, as to particular Books: 1. Either the Records of 
former Azes are left to judge by, or no? If they be, as certainly they; are, 
we thereby ſec a way to correCt the erro»r of the preſent Church, by appealing 
to thele records of the Ch»xch in former times ? if they be not left, how could 
any of theſe Books be derived from Apoftolical Tradition, when we ha ve no 
means tn tre ſuch 1 Tradirion by ? 2, Suppoſing only ſome Books quelti- 

A a . cned, 
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h a ; 
oned, or that the preſent Church errs only in ſome particular Books ; then 
it appears that there remains a tar greater number of fuch Books, whoſe Au- 
thority we have no reaſon at all roqueltion, and by comparing the other 
with theſe we may eaſily prevent any very dangerous errour ; tor it they 
contain any Do#d#r:me contrary to the former, we have no reaſon to believe 
them ; if they do not, there can be no very dangerous error in admitting 
them. Thus you ſee how eaſily this error 1s prevented ſuppoſing the 
Churches teſtimony not only fallible, but that it allo ſhould actually «+ in 
delivering ſome Books for Conical, which are not fo : but ſuppoling a 
- Churchpretends to be Infallible andis believed to be ſo, and yet doth actual- 
ly err indelivering the Canon of Scripture, what remedy is there then? for 
while we look on the Churches teſtimony as fallible, there is {cope and liber- 
ty left for enquiry and further /zzz5fat#i0z, but it it be looked on as [»fzliible, 
all that believe it to be ſo are left under an impoſſibility of eſcaping that er- 
rour which ſhe is guilty of. And the more dangerous ſach anerrour is, the 
worſe the condition is of all ſuch who believe the Churches 7 e/timony Infalli- 
ble. Now thisis that we juſtly charge your Church with, that whule ſhe 
pretends to I-fallib:lity, ſhe hath attually erred in delivering ſuch Books for 
Canonical which are not fo, as hath been abundantly manifeſted by the W or- 
thies of our Church. The remainder of this diſcourſe of yours concerning 
knowing Canonical Books by the light in them, is vacated by our preſent an- 
{wer;and ſo is the other concerning Apoſtolical traditions by our former, upon 
that ſubje&t. As to that Scruple, How the light ſhould be Infaliible and Divine, 
when the Churches Teſtimony is humane and fallible, it lignihes nothing unleſs 
the light be only ſuppoſed to riſe from the Tefti»ozy, which his Lord{hip 

denies. 

d. 16, 7. The judgement of the Fathers is enquired into Concerning the preſent ſub- 
je& ; out of whom only Ire-es and St. Auguſtin arc produced, as affirm- 
ing in many places, That the Tradition of the Church is ſufficient to found Chri- 
ſtian Faith even without Scripture, and that for ſome hunareds of years after the 
Canon of Scripture was written. But muſt weſtand only to the judgement of 
theſe two concerning the ſenſe of the Primitive Charch in this preſent Con- 
troverſie ? We may eaſily know the judgement of the Fathers, it two ſuch 
lame Citations as theſe are, are ſufficient to diſcover it. But your unhap- 
pineſs is great in whatever you undertake : If you meddle with reaſoz, you 

ſoon find how little it becozres you : if (gow fly to the Fathers, they prove 

the greateſt wizxeſſes againſt you ; as will appear 1n this debate, if we firſt 

examine the citatrons you produce, and then ſhew how fully and clearly 

theſe very perſoxs whom you have picked out of all the Chorzs do deliver 

fren. 1. 3.c.z- themlclves againſt you. The firſt citation is that known one, out of Irene- 

_  ., _... #s, Concerning thoſe barbarous nations mbo believed with- 
Duzd autem,ſs neque Apoſtoli quidem ſcri- Ny L on X : 

Traras reliquiſſent nobus, nonne oportebat or- Ot the Scriptures, adhering to the | raattion of the Apo- 

OANIOE To - na 907 ftles, having ſalvation written without Paper and Ink. 

nations afſenti.int multe gentes barbaroram, BYE What It 15 you would hence inter, I cannot imagine, 

qui in Chriſtum credunt, fine charta & atra- unleſs it be one of theſe two things 6 lo © hat if we had 

—— + = mptacoone hom & vetrem 1g Scriptures left us, it would be neceſſary for us to belreve 

on the account of Apoſtolical Tradition ; that 15, that the 

grounds of our Faith were fo clear and evident of themſelves, that —_ 

they had never been written, yet if they had been conveyed by an unqueltt- 

onable Tradition from the 4poſtles, there had lain an obligation on us to be- 

lieve the Dodtrie of Chriſt; But, is this our caſe ? hath not God infinitely 

better provided for us, when (as your other witnels 

244cquid Servator de ſuis faltis & diftis St, duonſtiie peaks) Whatever onr Saviour would have us 

nos legere voluit, hoc ſcribendum i1!1is tan- = AO 5 | . R 

quam ſuis manibus imperarit. De Conſeaf, 744 of is actions or ſpeeches, he commanded his Apoſtles 

Evang.l. s, cul, and Diſciples as his hands towrite. Chriſtian Religion1s 

now 
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now no C.:54/a to us, God hath cozſiozed his will over to us, by Coicils of his 
ownappointing; and mult we then be now in the like caſe, as if his Will 
14d never been written at all? 2. But what if the barbarous Nations did be- 
lieve without the Boogs of Seriptirre 3 what doth that prove, but only this ; 
that there may be ſuFcient reaſon to believe in Chri/# where the Scriptures 
are not known ? Is that contrary to us who lay, The l:t reſolution of Faith 
is into the Doc7r:ze of Chriſt as atteſted by God : now it that atteſtation be 
tufficiently conveyed, there is an obligation to believe ; but withal we fay, 
that ro 2s who enjoy the Scriptures as delivered down to us, the only certain 
and infallible comverrmce of Gods Word to us is by them. So that the whole 
Ch-iſtian 1rorld 15 obliged to you tor your civil compariſon of them, with — 
thoſe Barbarians who either enjoyed not the Scriptres,or in probability were / 
not able to make uſe of them, as being probably ignorant of the »/e of /etrers. | 
. Doth trees intheſc words ſay, that even theſe Barbizizns did believe 
upon the [7fa7Lle 1 e/timony of the preſ at Church ? No; he mentions no ſuch 
thing, bur that they believed that [radirzon of DofFrine which was delivered 
them iromthe 4p9/#/cs. I askyouthen ; Suppoſe at that time fome hoxe/? 
but /©::%4: p:r ſons ſhould have gone into ycy2h74, or ſome ſuch barbarores places, 
inJ{delivered the Do##r:ze of the Goſpe!, and atteſting the zatters of fait as 
being « pe-witmeſſes of Coriſts Miracles, Death, and Reſurrection, whether: 
would theſe B:rharians have been bound to believe or no ? Tt not, then for 
all I know, I»fe/rty is a very cxcuſable fin; If they were, I pray tell me 
what it was their F2/tb was reſolved into ; was it an infallible teſtimony of 
fallible men ? And the ſame caſe is, of ſuch who ſhould preach the ſame Do- 
ttrine from theſe eye-mitzeſſes in another Gezeratioz, and lo on; for although 
there might be no reaſon to qu_ their teſtimony, yet I ſuppoſe you w1'l 
not ſay, It is I»f#/:b/e ? ſo that {til this makes nothing for your purpoſe. 
4. Whobetter underſtood Irene his mind, than h:»;/e/f'? let us therefore 
{ee what he ellewhere tells us # the foundation and pillar 
of our Fiith who have received the Scriptures. Doth not Nonper alios diſpoſitienem ſa!utis noftre cngs 
he tell us, but three Chapters before this, That we have juin fg ETA Irons 
rived the mothod or Doftrius of our Salvation, from averunt, pojtea v2 per Det voluntatem in 
roſe perſons ho prezehed it; which by Gods commnd they Sian oe ration, fncun 
after d:lrvered in the Scriptures, which were to be the form cap. 1. | 
dation and pillar of our Faith ? Could any thing be more 
tully ſpoken to our purpoſe than this is ? Whereby he ſhews us, now the 
Scriptures are conligned unto us, what that is which our Faith muſt ſtand 
upon : not the [»f:bi/:y of the Church, but that Word of God which is de- 
livered to us. This therefore he elſewhere calls the 
Unmovable Canon of our. Faith, -as S. Anugnſtine calls it 
Diviaam ſtateram, the Divine ballance we muſt weigh 
the grounds of our Belief in. 
_ By which we may gueſs, what little rclief you are like to have from your 
fecond witneſs St. 41on/tz. Two Citations you produce out of him ; and, 
I queſtion not, but ro make it appear, that neither of thoſe Teitimonies do 
make for you ; and thoſe very Books afford us ſufficient again(t you. 
The firit is our of his Boots of Chriſtian Dottrine, which leſt we ſhould 
think not pertinent, you care not to produce it ; but wemuſt. A an who 
/ rength:ns himfclf with F1ith, Hop 5 aa Charity, and Homo itaq, fde, ſve, & charitate ſubnix 1s, 
retains them unſbakes, needs not the JET PEHTES, 041t on! YTO win, inconcuſſe retinens, non indiget (rviptu- 
inſtruct oth:rs , for by theſe three, many live without Books 4 apo ghee! pens Itaqz Fer 
im adeſart, His meaning is, that he who hath a princt- Be DT mp9 
ple of Divine life within him, which dilcoyers it felt 
in the exerciſe of thoſe three Graces, needs not ſo much the external pro- 
cepts, becanſe that inward principle "ya carry him to ations ſuitable to 8 ; 
Aa 2 only. 


Irenzus hb. 4. cap. 59. Auguſtin 2. cont» 
Donat. cap. 7. 
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oaly, for convincing or inſtructing others, thele Books are continually uſe. 

tul; b.r for theiniclves, thoſe good men who firit through the fury of thei: 

pur{ecution were diiven, and atter others, who, in imitation of that piety 

they hewedthere, cid withdraw into reMote places, did live in the exer- 

cilc of their Relrgic without them! But what 1s there inallthis to inter, 

that not tie Scriptures but the Infallibility of the Church is the foundation of 

£::the* DothSt. Azynftiaelupyole that men may have [aith, Hope, 2d 

Chiritr, without belc51/272 ; or that men may believe without the Scriptures, 

when in the precedent Chapter he hath this remarkable 

Titubabit atom fies, feiuinarum ſcriptu- expreſſion CONCerning Faith, 1 hat it will ſoon [tumble if 
rarim < 44a autor ita De Dofr.Chritt. | | n | ye 

þ 2. c. 32: the Authority of the ſacred Scriptures be weaned : and doth 

not this imply that Faith ftands on the Authority of the 

$-r7377es 48 its proper foundation ? But this were pardonable, if the very de- 

tizn of all that Treatiſe did not ſo evidently refute all your prer« {ops as no- 

thing can do it more cfeRtually. For can you poſſibly perfwade any rca- 


{onable man to think, that St. Aug:/tine dreamt of any fuch thing, as the. 


Iafallible Teſftinoay of the preſent Church to be the ground of Faich, who when 
| he purpoſely diſcourſerh concerning the Chr:#/42 Dottrine, the principles 

of it, and the beſt 2z-axs to underitand it, never fo much as mentions any 
{ach thing; but on the contrary directs to no other but thoſe you call 10- 
al and ballibls means? For underſtanding the principles of Chriſtian Do- 
inc, he ſhews us the ſeveral za7res of things, ſome to be enjoyed, ſome 
to be uſed, and othergboth : that the mainthing weare to enjoy is God, and 
therefore begins with him as our laſt end in whom our happineſs lies, and 
then ſhews the mcans to come to this enjoyment of God, by explaining the 
priuciples of ta:th and the eficacy of it. Inhis ſecond Book Te ſhews how 
we may come to the ſenſe of Scripture, and firſt diſcovers the nature of [jos 
which repreſent 7hings, and of /etters which are fizasof words, and ſince 
there are diverſities of 707eves, how neceſſary the tranſlation of Scriptire i 


into them (a good citation for you to juſtific your Bibles and Prayers in an 


unknown language with) and then ſhews what great reaſon there was, why 

there ſhould be ſome doubtful and v/ſcure places left in 

&d comartam labire fuperviams & intel Sorimmeure, to conquer 047 pride by indiiftry, and to keep the 

(eftuntd faſtidiorevocandam. rai factions yg: uſeatins , which wnly ſliohts 
right flo img: Viieunt. Les Co &o Pa &r { anding from HalifeattHg, WHO COMMORLY ft 15 
things that are eaſily underſf90d. Then ſhews whar pre- 

paration and diſpoſition of foul is requiſite tor Divine wiſdome , and fo 

comes to the underſtanding the Scriptures : for which, firſt is requiſite a 

ſerious and diligent reading of them ; in order to which he muſt carefully 

diſtinguiſh och as are Canonical from ſuch as arenot ; and for judging of 

theſe, he never ſo muchas mentions, much lefs ſends us tothe Infallble [e- 

kb 4 | imony of the Roman Church, but kids us follow the 4:- 

- 5 al prong can't ty i vr oF -uf thority of the moſt Catholick Churches amone which thoſe ate, 
q:4t 7, inter quars [ic ice ſunt, que Apd- which are worthy to be call a Apoſ! olical OCCS 3 and had E pi- 
Palgens ſedes bait © epojotas acne ftles ſent ro them. What Authority then had the Church 
£24 1 een of Rox to judge of C:n0pical S:r1ptures, more than Epbo- 

fears, Philippi, Theſſalonica, &c. To be ſure then, St. Augnſtin was not of 

our Diſcourſers mind, as to the judgement of Canonical Boots : and why 

ſhould he iend men to thoſe Churches which receiv cd.the Epiſtles, but that 

there they were like to meet with greatcr ſatisfaftion as to the authentical- 

neſs of the Copzes of thoſe Eprjtles ? Alter this, he gives direQtons for under- 

| ſtanding hard places, Fir/t by dilivent readins and reman- 

Ir #5 nm que aperts poſits is Srvirtwi bpyino the plaineſt places ;, for in them (faith he) are ford al 
ſuit, inveniuntur #Ha omnia, qte continent TEE | . : oy 
16% air ogris} of thoſe things which contain matters of Faith and Practice. 
Ancexccllcnt citation for you for ſeveral purpoſes, eſpe- 

cially when you would prove ti: obſcurity of Scripture, the neceſſity of an 

Infal- 
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Infallible fudge, Or your Doitrine of Fundamentals out of St. Auguſtin, And 
then bids chem compare obſcure and eaſe places together, to underſtand 
the propricties of words, to get knowledge in the Tozgnes, to compare Ver- 
{ions, Antecedents and Conſequents, to be skilld inall humane Arts and 
Sciences theſe and ſeveral orher inſtructions to the ſame purpoſe are the 
{cope of his tollowing Books. Would any one now but T. C. have ventu- 
red ſo unluckuly upon this Treatile of St. Auguſtia above all others, ro prove 
the Infallbility of the Churches Teſtimony as neceſſary ro Faith by ? Could 
any Proteſtant have delivered his mind more punQtually and plainly than 
he doth? And can you, or any one elſe that doth bur Took into that Book, 
imagine that S. 4:2-/t/z ever imagined, that any ſuch thing ſhould ever be 
thought of inthe world, as that the Teſtimony of the Chrch of Rome muſt 
be owned as the Intallible foundation of Faith, andthe Infallible Interpreter 
of Scripture? Butthis it is, to converſe with the Fathers = by retail, as 
they are delivered out 1n parcels to you with adjrections upon them what »/e 
they are tor, by B:larmiz and iuch Artiſts as himſelt. This is, inſtead of 


quoting the Fathers, to challenge them; and you fee they arenot afraid to. 


appear, though to your ſhame and contuſion. | 

But for all this you have a Reſerve in St. Avgn/tiz (till : let us fee what 
quotation that 1s, which lies ſoin 4-2b4ſcadobehind the hedges, and is ſo loth 
to come out. 'There1s good reaſon for ſo much reſcrvedneſ#; tor when we 
cometoſearch, we find only buſhes inſtead of Soldiers. I have throughly 
examined the place youreter us to, and cannot mcet any thing the leaft per- 
tinent to your purpoſc, unleſs the queſtion of the /awfulnefſof Heretichs 
Baptiſm, prove your Churches Teſtimony to be Infallible. But it may be, it is 
buta venial miſtake of a Chapter or two, forward or backward, and there 
we may find it, Which whenT look into, I cannot but ſuſpect that ſome 
Proteſtant had trepanned you into this Book and place of St. Anguſtine; there 
being ſcarce any Book or place in him more begirt with Arguments againſt 
you than this is. I was at firſt fearful you had quoted Fathers at a peradwven- 
ture; but upon my further conſidering the place, I ſoon rectified that mi- 
ſtake. I will therefore reckon you up ſome of the moſt probable Citations 
out of St. Argr/tines Books of Baptiſys againſt the Donatiſts, and chooſe 
which of them you pleaſe to prove the neceflity of an Infall:ble Teſtimony of 
the preſet Church as a foundation of Faith by ? I ſuppoſe, that you intended 
1s in the next Chapter but one following, where St. 4u- 


151 } 
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guſtine Cites that paſſage of Cyprian, That we ought to re- 
cur to the fountain, 1, e. to Apoſtolical Tradition , and 


AQuod autem nos admonet, ut 44 fontem re- 
Curramus, 1.C. ad Apoſtolicam tradi tionem, 
& inde canalem in noſtra tempora dirige- 
mus, optimum eſt, & ſme dubitatione faci- 


thence derive the channel into our own times ; this, ſaith Th © © 
St. Auguſtin,- is the beſt, and without doubt to be done. No = 
doubt you think you owe me great thanks for finding out ſo appoſlite a place 


for you, ſonear that you intended ; but, before we have done with it, you 


will ſee what little reaſon you have to thank me for it : The place you ſee 
is Cited by St. 4uguſtiz out of Cyprian in whoſe Epiltle it is, to Pompeizes 
againſt Srephanus Biſhop of Rome : we therefore conſider, rhat it was Se- 


Cypr. ep. 74 


phen who pleaded cuſtom and tradition, to which Cy- 
prian replies, Whence comes this Tradition, doth it de- 
ſcend from the Lords Authority, 'or from the Commands 
and Epiſtles of the Apoſtles, for thoſe things are to he done 
which are there written? And again, If it be commanded 


tn the Goſpel, or the Fpiſtles, and Atts of the Apoſtles, 
they let this holy Tradition be obſerved. Weſce then what 


unde traditiohec,utriunne de Dominica au- 

thoritate aerendens, an de Apoiolorum man- 

dats &+ epiſiois ventens ? Ea enim-eſſe ja- 

cienda que ſcripta ſunt tetatur, K&c. 

Si in Evangelio precipitur, aut in Apoſto-, 
lorum piſtols ant Atibus invenitur, obſer< 
vetur etiam ſanfia bee traditio. 


St. Cyprian meant by his Apoftolical Tradition, not one Infallibly atteſted by 
the preſent Church, but thar is clearly derived from Scriptare as its foun- 
tain : and therefore brings in the foregoing words on purpoſe to corre&t the 


errouss 
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errours of Traditions, that, As when channels are diverted to a wrong conrſ, 
we muſt have reco:rſe to the fountain; ſowe maſt in all pretended 1raditions 
the Church, run up to the Scriptures 4s the fountain-head, And whereas Bel/a;- 
135 only iÞift to avoid this place of Cyprian, 15, by ſaying that Cypriza ar- 
gued 2n0ve errantitzzs, i.e could not detend one errour but by another ; ſee 
how ditterent the judgements of St. Agn/tize and Bell1rmiz are about it: 
for St. Awon/tinis lo far from blaming it 1n him, that he faith, Optimum /# 
> fine dubiratione ſactendium, 1.C. 1t was the beſt and moſt prudent conrſ” to 

revent errours, And inanother place where he mcn- 


ob _ 7 w wy A ee i etart, tions that ſaying of Cyprian, 1t 7s 17 24:2 for them to 0p- 
quaſi conſuetudomajny fit vevitate z aut 102. ject Cuſtom, who are overcome by Reaſon, as though cuſtom 
- Ls 1 "rene! of = _ "tn. were greater than truth; or as though that were not t9 b: 
plans verwn eff, quia ratio & veritas con- followed in ſpiritual things, which is revealed by the Ho!y 


ſuetudinz preporenda et, avg. de bapriem. (hoſt, This, ſaith St. Auguſtin, is evidently trne, b.- 


©, Ponat. 1. 4. C. 5. 


Dus anti noſciat Sanftam Stripturam Ca- 
nontcam, tam Veteris quam Nove Teſtamentz 


canſe reaſon and truth is to be preferred before cuſtom. He 
doth not charge theſe ſayings on him as Be/larmzm doth, as part of his er- 
rours, but acknowledgeth them and diſputes againſt his opinicn out of thoſe 
principles. And when before, the Donatiſts objected the authority of 
St. Cyprian in the point of Rebaptization, W hat kind of an{iwer doth St. -1- 
guſtine give them? the very lame that any Proteſtant 
would give. Who knows not that the ſacred Canonmcal 


carts (11s termicrs contineri, eamy; omnibus Scripture of the Old and New Teſtament is cont ined within 
4 _ 4 win Xo ; hy ne » 4p pk certain bounds ; and ought ſo far tobe preferr'd before the 
poſit, utrum wverum, wel utrun refium ſit, ſucceeding Writ 10g of Biſhops 5 that of that alone we are not 


quirquid 71 e ſcriptum eſſe conſtiterite 1. 2 xg doubt or call in queſtion any thins therein written, whe- 


de bapt, c, Donat, cap. 3. 


& 18. 


ther it be true and right or uo. Put, as he ſaith in the fol- 
lowing words, All the writings ſince the confirmation of the Canon of Scripture 
are tyable to diſpute, and even Conncils themfelves to be examined and amended 
by Conncils, Think you then, that St. Augsſtiz ever thought of a preſent 
Izfallibility in the Church ? or if he did, he expreſſed it in as odd a manner 
aSever I read : How eaſily might he have ſtopt the mouths of the Donatifts 
with that one pretence of [pf /lib:/ity ? How umpertinentl y doth he diſpute 
through all thoſe Books, if he had believed any ſuch thing ? It were caſie to 
multiply the Citations out of other Books of St. 4u/t:1, to ſhew how much 
he attributed to Scripture, as the only rule of F:ith; and conſequently, how 
tar from believing your Doctrine of Intallibility. Bur theſe may 1utFce to 
ihew, how unhappily you light on theſe Books of St. Adagnſtine tor the proof 
of your opinion out of the Fathers, | 

The lal thing your Diſcourler objeQs againſt his Lordſhips way, is, 1/ 
the Church be fallible in the 1 radition of Scripture, how can I ever be Infaliivly 
certain, that fhe hath not erred de facto, and defined ſome Book to be the Word 
of God, which really ts not his Word ? To which T anſwer. If you mean by 
Laſallible ccrtainty , fuch a certainty as muſt have ſome Infalliblel e(tinony 
tor the ground of it, you beg the queſtion: for I deny any fuch 1fa/l.ve 
{«e/timony to beat all requiſite tor our believing the Caron of Scriptrye, and 
therefore you object that as an inconvenience, which I apprehend to be none 
atall. For I do not think it any abſurdity to ſay, that I cannot believe up- 


on ſome Iz/4//ible Teſtimony, that the Church hath not «©rred indeining the 


Canon of Scripture. It by Infallible certainty you incan luch a cerainty as ab- 
ſolutely excludes a poſ/zbrlity of d:ception you would do well, firit roſhew 
how congruous th1s 15 to hmmaxe mature in this preſent tate, before you make 
{ucha cr74/2ty ſo neceſſary for any at of humane underſtanding. Bur, if 
by Izfall:ble certainty you mean only ſuch as excludes all poſ/rbr1rty of reiſont- 
ble doubtine upon the conlideration of the valivity and ſufficiency of that 
TeftimonzTam to believe the Canon of Scripture upon; then I aſſert, that 
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upon making the Churches Teſtimony to be fallible, it doth not atall follow, 
but thatT may have ſo great a certainty as excludes the poſzb:/ity of all rerſ0- 
able doubt1n2 COnCerning the Caper of Scripture, For when I ſuppoſe the 


Chirches 1eſtimony fall:ble, 1 do not thereby underſtand, as though there 
were 4s great reaſon to ſuſpect her deceived, as not, (nay, I fay there can be 


no reaſon to ſuſpect her deceived) ; butby thatT underſtand only this, that 
the Church hath not any ſupernatural Infallibility given her in delivering 
ſuch a [e/timony, or that ſuch I»fallibility muſt be the foundation of belie- 
ving the thing ſo delivered. For whether I ſuppole your particular Church 
of Rome, or the Catholick Church to be ſupernaturally Infallible in her Tradi- 
tions, there will be the ſame difficulty returning, and an equal unpoflibi- 
lity of vindicating our Fazth trom the entanglements of a Circle. For ſtill 
the queſtion unavoidably returns, From whenceI believe ſuch a /#pcrnatu- 
ral Infallibility 1n the Church ? For inthat 1t 1s ſypernatural it mult ſuppoſe 
ſome promiſe on which it depends, that promiſe mult be ſomewhere extant, 


and that can be no where but in Scr:pture ; theretore when Iam asked, 
- Why T believe the Cazoz of the Scripture to be true; if Ianſwer, Becauſe * 


the {r44:tion of the Catholick Church 1s Ifallible, the queltion preſently re- 
turns, Since humane nature is in it ſelf tallible, whence comes the church 
to have this Infallibility ? IfT anſwer, By the a/i/tarce of Gods Spirit, 1 am 
preſently asked, Since no man by the light of nature and meer reaſon can 
be aſſured of this; how know you that you are not deceived in believing ſuch 
an af/iſfance ? If to thisI anſwer, Becauſe God who is Infallible hath made 
this promiſe in his Word, T am driven again tothe fir/t queſtion, How I know 
this to be Gods Word, and muſt anſwer it as before, Upon the 7»fallible 
Teſtimony of the Catholick Church. Thus we ſee, how impoſlible it is to 
avoid a Circle 1n the ſuppoſition of a ſupernatural Infallibility inthe Churches 
Tradition. But, if no more be meant but a kind of rational Infallibility 
( though thoſe terms be not very proper) z. e. ſo great evidence, as, if I 
queſtion it, I may, upon equal grounds, queſtion every thing which man- 


kind yields the firmeſt Aſſent to, becauſe I cannot imagine, that ſo great a 
part of the wi/e/#, and moſt confiderative part of the world ſhould be ſo. 


groſly deceived in a matter of ſuch moment (eſpecially ſuppoſing a Dz- 
vine Provideace) then I freely and heartily afſert, We have luch a kind of 
ratioaal Infallibility ; or rather the higheſt degree of aitual Certainty con- 
cerning the ruth of the Canon of Scripture ; and that the Catholick Church 
hath not de taco erred in d-fining it. Thus I have followed your dil- 
courſing Chriſtian through all his doubts and perplexities, and upon the 
reſult, can find no ground at all either of doubting concerning the Scr- 
pture, or of believing the Teſtimony of your Chxrch, or any, to be an fal- 
lible ground of Faith, Your next paſlage is, to tell us how his Lordſhips De- 
dalian windings (as you finely call them) are diſintricated : A happy man 
you arg at n_ Circles, and getting out of Labyrizths., And thus 
it appears in the preſent caſe. For when his Lordſhip had ſaid, That the 
Tradition of the Church is too weak, becauſe that is not abſolutely Divine ;, you 
repeat over your already exploded Propoſition, that there may be az izfal- 
lible Teſtimony which is not abſolutely Divine ; which, when I have your fa- 
culty of writing things, which neither you, norany one elſe can underſtand, 
I may admit of; but till then, I muſt hambly beg your pardon, as not being 
able to aſſent to any thing which I cannot underſtand, and have no reaſon 
to believe. And withal, contrary to your ſecond Anſwer, it appears, That 
if the Teſtimony of the Primitive, were abſolutely Divine, becarfe infallible, 
the Teſt:;mony of the preſcat Church, mult be abſo/ntely Divine , it it be 


infallible. 
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The reſt of this Chapter 1s ſpent in the examining ſome by-citations of 
men of your own ſide chiefly, and therefore it 15 very little material as tothe 
truth or talihood of the prefcat Controverlie ; yet, becauſe you ſeem to tri- 
PT umph ſo much aſſo2n as you are oft the main buſineſs, T ſhall briefly return 

Uo an Anker tothe ſubſtance of what you ſay. His Lordſhip having all-rted 
P.21.n.20. the 7rad/tion of the Primitive Apoſtolical Church to be Divine, and th. the 
Church cf England doth embrace that as much 15 2A Church whatſoever, Withal 
adds, Thit whea $. Auguttine ſa:d, I world not believe 

tt Be cclef roles fb <1 dx dau the Goſpel, naleſs the Aut hority of the Catholick Church 
Aug. . 1.c. ep. fund, c. 5. OO anoved me; ſome of your own will not endure it ſhould be tn- 
derffood, [awe of the Church in the time of the Apoſtles on- 

ly ; am foine, of the Church ia oeneral, not exclndins after Aoes : bit ſure to 

include Chriſt aud his Apoſites. In your Antwer to this, you inſult ſtrangely 

over his Lcraſbip im two things, Firſt, 7 hat hejvould fay Some, ad mention 

but one in his Maroent. 2. 1hat that One d1h not ſar, what he cites ont of him. 

bid.n. 7 Tothe /ir/{ I anſwer, you might calily oblerve, the uſe his Lord/5;p makes 
of his 2Mzreenr, is not ſo much to bring clear and diitintt proofs of what 

he writes in his Book, but what hath ſome referexce to what he 

there ſays : and theretore it was no abſurdity for him to ſay in his Book in- 

definitely /0z2c, and yet in his Margent only to mention Occham. For, when 

his Lordſhip writ that, no doubt his mind was upon ethers, who atlerted 

the ſame thing, though he did not /oad his Margent with them. And, that 

vou may ſee, I have reaſon for what I ſay, Ihope you will not {uppoſe his 

Lordſhip unacquainted with the 7eft;monies of thoſe of your fide, whodo 

in terms afſert this. That I may therefore free you from all kind of ſuſpi- 

.cion ; What think you of Ger/oz, when, ſpeaking of the greater Authori- 

ty of the Primitive Church than of the preſert : he adds, 

rt (3: aperitur wodws antelligends #llud Au-> And by this means we come to nnderſtind, what $. Avgu- 


”, 


eitini, Fouangelionon eriderem, niſi me au- . PO: 2 "78 EF 3. 0 0 . 40 
thovit as Eccleſie compuliſſet. Ibidem enim [tine ſaid, I would on believe the Goſpel, &C. For theres 
Eccleſiam ſumit, pro primitiva congregatio- ſaith he, he takes the Church for the Primitive Coneregat'- 
”e fileliam corum, que Chvilum viderut, SONS R . > tg . | "> A IO 
WR fe refied brane: Gerfon, 7 of Believers, who ſaw and heard Chriſt, 2nd were wit 
leet. 2. 2: v5.4 3irituats an. Coroll, 9, meſſes of what he did. Is not this Teſtimony plain enough 
for you ? But, beſides this, we have another as evident, 
in whom are thoſe very words, which his 1o-4/h7p, by a laple of memory, 
attributes to Vccham i; For Durand plainly lays, That for what concerns the 
approbation of Scripture by the Charch, it is 1dr ſtood only 
ſr autor mud airs ot a2 approvatime of the Church hich was in th: Apoſtles ttzncs, who were filled 
Smipture per Ecclepamtntelligitur ſolum de > h #/ © Meadetont £ ef ae” 
Krelejia que fuit tempore Apoſtolorum, quis WE TE Holy Spirit, ana withat, faw the Mrracles of Chriſt, 
Jrot replets _ T3: 4 wlbilomd- and heard his Doctrine; and on that :cconat were convent- 
1:45 Vaatrint miraruta Coyriſti &* audierunt | : . IG £2 hos : 
vines DaCtsinair, & 0b hoc furrunt conveni- Of witneſſes of all which Chriſt ard, or taugnt, tht by their 
entes teſles om iwium que Chriſtus fecit ant do» T7 eftimony, Fre SCYIPAILYC COM, MMA the actions and {peeches 
itt, mt per eornum tejtimonium Scriptaas - OF. 2 y Ve AbDprobat ii , ind? 
eontinens fails & difta Chriſti, approbare of Chriſt, richt ecerve app? obatiog. Do you yer delle 
ts. Durand.1, 3. dift. 24.4. 1. ſet.g, A@ Teſtimony more cxpreſs and full, than this 1s, of one 
who doth underſtand rhe Church excluſively of all ſuc- 
. = . 
ccſlive to the Apoſtles, when he had, juſt betore, produced thar known Te- 
{timony of S. Argnſt:ze ? You lee then, the Biſhop had [one reaſon to ſav, Some 
of your Church aſſerted this to b» $. Augultine's weanine ; and theretore your 
Inſtances of /ozze, where but oze 1s meant, are both impertinent and ſcur- 
rilous. For, where it is evidently known, there was but oze, It were 2 $9/4- 
: . * . pH pO : n : R . 5 
ciſ/-r tolay ſome z as to lay, that /ozee of the Apoſtles berraved Chriſt, when it 15 
known, that zoze but Jad.zs did it. But, 11 T ſhould ſay, that ſome Feſrrs 
had writ for the killing of X/225,and in the 3{arecat ſhould cite Marija, no 
perſon converſant intheir w7774225, would think it a So{wcrſz ;, for, thought 
produce [im for a remarkable Initance, yet rhat doth not imply, that I have 
zone elle to produce, but on!y that rhe mentioning of oze, might ſhew 1 
. was 
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was not without proof of what I ſaid. For your impudent oblique ſlan- 
der on the memory of that excelleat Prelate Arch-Biſhop Cranmer, when you 
tay, If Catholick to diferace the Proteſtant Primacy of Canterbury, ſhould 
[is Sams 07 the carried a holy Siſter lockt up in a Cheſt bout with then, 2d 
nam Cranmer only in the Margent ; His memory 18 intinitely above your 
llycſt detractions ; and wirhal, when you are about ſuch a piece of Cr171c:/:, 
I pray, teil me, what doth ſome of: zh:xz relate to ? Is Primacythe name of 
ſome er ? Jult as if one ſhould diſgrace the See of Rome, and ſay, Some of 
them hawve been Atheiſts, Magicians, debauched, &c. Though, I confeſs, it 
were a great injury in this caſe, to cite but oze in the M:roert, unlels in pi- 
ty to the Reader ; yet, you may ſooner vindicate ſome of 7hem from a Solz- 
c:/m 10 Langnave, when the See of Rome went before, than any of them from 
thoſe Solac:iſ1ns 1n manners, Winch your own Authours have complained of. 
But, ſay you, What if this ſingular-plural ſay wo ſuch thins, as the words P. 9. 
all:do:d by the Biſhop frenific ? I have already granted it to have been a ve- 
ry venial miſtake of memory in his — of Occham for Durandus, in 
whom thoſe very words are which are in the Margent of his Lordſhip 
Book , as appears in the Teſtimony already produced. I acknowledge 
therefore, that Occhamz in that place of his Drzalogres, doth ſpeak of the 
Catholick Church of all Azes, comprehending the Apoſtles and Evangeliſfs in 
it ; and in this ſenſe he ſaith, that place of 5. Auguſtize is to be uncerſtood. 
But, what advantage this 15 to your cauſe, I cannot imagine. For, what 
if the Carbolick Church be taken in that comprehenſive ſenſe, to include not 
only the Apoſtles, but the Church lucceſſively from their times? Doth it 
hence follow, 7 hat zt is not day though the Sun ſhines ? Or rather, Doth it not 
follow, That you are not ſo quick-{z2hted as you would ſeem tobe ? And, 
Whether his Lord{hip or you come nearer the meaning of -/cchapz*s words, 
ict any one judge. For they who ſpeak of the Church in that comprehen- 
ſive lence, do only ſuppoſe the I-fallibil:ty to have been in the Primitive 
Apoſtolical Church, but the ſucceſſive Church to be only the chanel of covey. 
ance of that Teſtimony down to us, and ſo they ſay no more than we do. 
Thus Driedo expounds that place of S. Arguſtine ; who | 
under ſtands it of the Catholick Church, which was from the 4venlinus rm aicit, ego Evangelio, &c. 
"uf oa : - intelligit dz Eccleſ6a Cath olica que fuit ab 
beginning of the Chriſtian Faith, increaſing according to the 541.55 clriltiane fiat, ſocundum ſoriem ſuc- 
courſe O '[ueecffron of Biſhops tO theſe £17920 on which Church ceſſioms Epiſceporam + fn ad on ok ay 
comprehents im it the Colledge of ApoſHes. Do you think a ee En ens 
that theſe men did believe a preſent Tnfullibility in the cap. 44 * 
Church ? If ſo, To whar endare they ſo careful tocarry | 
itlo highas the Apoſtles ? Whereas, on your Principle we can have no Af- 
furance concerning any thing that the Apoſtles did or ſaid but only for the I- 
fallib:lity of the preſent Church. You mult therefore underſtand the preſent 
Church excluſively of the Apoſtolical Church ; and therefore if S. Azznſtine be 
utiderſtood in their ſenſe, he is far enough from ſerving your purpoſes. But, 
lay you, It is evident, that S. Angnſtine muſt ſpeak of the Church in his tim?, 
becauſe he ſpeats of that Church which ſaid to him, Noli credere Manichzo, 
which w.ts uot true of the Apoſtolical Church ? But, Why might not the 
Apoſtolical Church be a reaſon to S. Augnſtine, nat to believe Manichems, be- 
caufe he found no footſteps of his Doftrine in the Records of that Church ? 
Again, ſuppoſe he means the preſet Church, Doth he mean the 7i»fallible 
Teſtizwony of the preſcat Church 2 Might not the Teſtimony of the Church, 
ſuppoſing it fallble, be ſufficient for what S. Auguſtize ſaith of it? I doubt 
it not : And, you ſeem to have no great confidence in this Teſtimony your 
ſelf, when you add, That though it be a point of Faith to believe that the 
Church is infallible, 1n delivering Scripture to 1s, yet it t not a point of Faith, 
that her Tnfallibility is proved ont of the cited place of S. Auguſtine. Bu!, 
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11202 you ſay, it is ſufficient that it be clexr and maifeſt out of the T ext it felf, 
vat Text do YOU Mean &. Aouſt 72es, ON the Seriptitres ? If S. Arpoftinrs, 
rou would do well to ſhew, by what engines you force [7//71b7/1ry ow 
or his words ; it the Scrptures, VWhar becomes oft our 2004 Aotrts of Cree 
aipitli I) e 

Vhen his Lordſhip objects, That according to your Principles, the 1rd. 
tom of the preſent Charch muſt be 2s infallible as that of the Primitive, you ve- 
ry learnedty diſtinguiſh, Thar if he means, the one muſt be as traly aud really 
iz#f:/11ble, quoad ſubſtantiam, 1s the other, you grant it : But if he mean, the 
044: muſt be as hiohly and perfettly infallible, as theoth:r, quoad modum, you 
deayit, Very good ſtill ! It ſeems there are higher and lower degrees in 
Infallibility. I pray tell us, What that is which 1s »zore than infallible? 
The pre{cat Church (you fay ) 7s 7nfallible, but not fo hichly and perfectly in- 
f:l:þ/r, therefore there muſt be degrees 1n Iafallibility ; and fince the 


| loweſt degree is 7afallible, that which is hiehly infallible, mult be zzor: than 
n{all:ble, Again, What ditterence 1s there between the /-b/71xce and rhe 


mode in Infallibility ? Thad thought, the /ub/tance of Infallibility had lain in 
the ode ; and I ſhould rather think 1zfa/l:b:1iry it ſelf to be a mode of A6- 
preheaſioa, than talk of /abftrnces and modes 1n it. But, 1t may be, you 
mean fach kind of modes of Infallibility, as abſolute and hypothetical. If you 
do ſo, explain your ſelf by them ; and that we way better underttand 
your meaninz, ſhew us whether the ch»rch be at all capable of ab/o/ute 
lafall;b:l:ty ; 1f not, What difference there 1s in dcorees berween the hypo- 
th-tical Infallibility of the preſent and Primitive Church, 1auppoling both iz- 
fallible in delivering their Teſtimony, and no otherwiſe, For you yet 
again add, Of the Churches Teſtimony beins rafallible, but not ſimply Divine, 
but it 15 the infallible Teſtimony of a deſperate cauſe, to have but one bad 
thift, and to uſe it ſo often. | 

Becauſe you would be apt to ſay, That upon his Lord/bips rejecting the 
Infallibiliry of Tradition, he left no uſe at all of it ; He therefore tells you, 
Notithſtandins that, it is ſerviceable for very good ends, that it induces Infe 
a-ls 10 the reading and conſideration of Scripture, and that it inſtrutts novices, 
and doubters ia the Faith ; which two eads (you ſay) fall ſhort of the end of 
1radition; For (ay you) it fonnds and eftabliſhes Believers, even the ereat(f 
Deors of thr Church; tor which you cite again this ſame place of S Av 
geſtiac. But did not his Lordſhip tell you, that ſome of your own underſtood 
that very place, erther of Novrees or Iufidels * For which, befides the Teltz- 
110ny of ſome of your own party, he adds this reaſon, bcanfe the words im 
mediately before arc, If thou find oae qui Evangelio nondum credit, which did 
ot yet believe the Goſpel, What wouldſt thou do to make him believe ? Ego vero 


non, &c, To which you very prudently ſay nothing. 


Concerning Jacobres Almayu's Opinion, { hat we are firſt, and mor, bound 
to believe the Charch than the Scripture; you would ſeem in terms to difavow 
it, though very faintly ; zt 7s not altogether true; and hope to ſalve it by a di- 
{tinction of priority of time and nature: and you acknowledge, 7 hat in pri- 
07117 of HA UTC We are firſt bound to belicve the Church ; and, [ juppole, 1 Pr 
ority of 7/44 too, if we believe the Scripture for the Churches ſake + Tet, 10# 
world not have it ſaid, [ hat we are move boand to believe the Church than Scrt- 
p:4re; bit it is not what you would have properly ſaid, but what follows 
from that antecedent, which Tacobrzs Al;z2ayu puts. 1t 7s certain, laith he, 
thit re are bound to believe all thinss contained in the Sacred Canon, np93 that 
acconat alon, becarſe th! Church believes them, therefore we are firſt, ani 
more, bound to believe the Church than the Scripture, which 15 ſo evident a con- 
{cquence, that nothing but ſhame would make you deny it, 
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Toucting Almayzs and Gerſox's reading compelleret for commoveret, his 
Lordſhip faith, 1hat 4/z24:z falfifes the Text notoriouſly ; you ſay, Ns; 
but yo! had rath-r charitably think, th:y both read it fo in ſome Copies; his 
Lordſhip produceth a very ancient M.S. for the common reading, you none 
at all for that, but only the concurrent Teſtimonies of /ome Schooler, who 
mult be confeiled to be excellent Criticks, and well verſed in ancient M. SS. 
unleſs where they met with a /7ztle Greek, or ſome hard Latin words ; and 
among whom, the miſtake of one would paſs current for want of exami- 
ning Copzes, let the Reader therefore judge, whether Judgement be more 
probable : But, I think it not worth while to ſay more about it. 

In your vindication of the Authority of Cas, you make uſe of a very 
filly piece of S9phiſtry ; for, ſay you, [honveh he make Infiacls and Nowices nt 
the Faith, 1098 convinced by the Authority of the Church ;, yet, you ſay, It doth 
not follov, that he makes the {aid Authority a fallible, but a certain and ſure 
way to make th:m believe it, But, 1. The Queſtion is, Whether Cazzz doth 
underſtand that place of S. 4ugyſtize, of Infidels and Novices or no? 2. Sup- 
pole he ſays, Jt # a ſareway, Dotl it therefore follow, that it is «2 7nfall:- 
ble way ? Is nothing certain but what 15 7afallible ? I hope you are certain 
that the Church of” Rome 15 the Catholick Church; but, Are you 7afallible that 
ſhe is ſo? If you advanceall c-rtainty to Infallibility, or bring down all 1z- 
fallbbiltty to Crrtainty, every Chriſtian 1s as infallible as your Church 1s: Yor, T 
make no queſtion, but that every good Chriſtian 15 certain of the Grounds and 
Principles of Nis Religion. The ſame thing you return upon again ( after 
to little purpoſe you multiply words about Cars and Stapleton's Teltimo- 
nies. ) For, ſay you, becauleS. Arven/tine ſpeaks of a ſare way, therefore he 
mult mean an izfallible way, as though what was not ſupernaturally infall:- 
ble, was preſently nn{ure. I pray, tell me, Are you ſure that two and two 
make four ? Yet, I hope you will not ſay, You are /zpernatrrally rzfallible 
that they do ſo. I hope, you are ſure, thereis a Pope at Rome, anda good- 
ly Colledocoof Cardizals there; but, Are you infallible in this ? It is not then 
certainly the ſame, to deny a thing to be 7zfalble, and to make it xxſure : 
And, you are cither very weak, or very wilful, in ſaying ſo. In what lenſe 
this ſo much controverted place of S, Auzuſtine, 15 to be underſtood, will be 
afterwards diſcuſſed ; and wherher it be intended wholly for Izfidels or no : 
only I ſhall take notice now, how, in the /aff woras of this Chapter, you 
would again infer I-fall;bility from undonbred certainty. For, ſay you, the 
Church, in S. Auguſtine's time, efteemed her ſelf undoubtedly certain, that the 
Goſpel was the infallible Word of God, for otherwiſe ſhe might be deceived her 
felf, and deceive others in commanding them to believe that to be God's Word, 
which was only the word of man : But, What isit you would infer from all 
this? For we believe the Church as undoubtedly certain, as may be, that the 
Scriptures are God's Mord; yer weare far enough from believing that her 


Teſtimony now is ſupernaturally infallible. 
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Ser! Prizciples premiſed in order to it. 1 he diſtinct Queſtions ſet don, 
and their [cxeral Reſolution given. The Truth of matters of fact, th: Dj 
nity of 112 Doctrine, and of the Books of Scripture, d:ſtinitly reſolved in- 
to their prop'r grounds, Moral Certainty a ſufficient Foundation for Eath, 
and yet Chriſti. Religion proved to be infallibly 1 rue. FHo,v Apoflolical l x4. 
drtion made by his Lordſhip a Foundation of Faith. Of the certatity we have 
of the Copre's of Scripture, and the Authority of : them. S. Augultin s Te 
ſt1mony COMCOTHING Church. Authority, largely diſcuſſed and vindicated, uf 
the private S ivit, and the neceſſity of Grace, His Lordſwip*s Way of reſol- 
wins Fa th vind:cated. How far Scripture may be faid to be knonu by its 
own Light, 1he ſeveral Teſtimonies of Bellarmine, Brierly, an Hooker, 


cleared. 


Aving thus far followed you through all your intricacies and wind- 
ings, and ſhewed, with what diligence and ſubtilty you would jug. 

gle mien out of their Faith, under a yn of Iyfall/bility ; it will be ne- 
cellary for the vindicating our Doctrine, and the clearing this important 
Controverſie with all evidence and perſpicuity, to lay down thoſe certain 
grounds which we build our Faith upon. And, although it be one of the 
greate(t of your Modern Artitices to perſwade the world, that Prote/taats 
have no certain grounds of Faith at all, yet I doubt not but to make tt eyi- 
dent, that the way taken by the molt judicious and conliderative P79: /f.cxrs, 
is as fatisfatory and reaſonable, as I have already made 1t appear, that 
yours is unreaſonable and ridiculous. Which I ſhall the rather do, becauſc, 
through the want of a clear and diſtin apprehenſion of the truc way of 
reſolving Faith, no Controverlie in Religion lath been more obſcure and 


involved, than this hath been. 1 heretore for our more diſtinct 1nethod 


of proceeding, I ſhall firſt endeavour to prevent miſunderſtanding, by pre- 
miling ſeveral things which are neceſſary for a through opening the ſtate 
of the Controverlie, and then come to the reſolution of it. 'The things 
then 1 would premile, are theſe following : 

1. That weenquire not after the reaſon, why we aſſent to what is drwims- 
ly revealed, but atter the reaſozz why we believe any thing to be a Divine Re- 
velation. Theretore when men ſpeak of the Jzft reſolution of Faith into 
the /erac:ty of God revealing, they ſpeak that which is undoubtedly true, 
bur it reacheth not our preſent enquiry, I freely grant, that the »/:, mt 
reaſon why any thing 1s believed, 1s upon the 7eft1m9zy of hin tron 
whom it comes; and the greater the knowledge and fidelity is, of him 
whole Teltinony I believe, the fromcer my Afﬀſeat 15, Tuppoling I have fut- 
F.cicnt eviience that ir 1s his Teſtimony. Bur that isnor our preſent Que- 
ſton ; for it being taken for granted among all Ch,1ftians, that Goo?s 4,7 
mony 13 Af lutely infallible, there can no diſpute ariſe concerning rhe 
gronnd of refolving Fth, ſuppoling G2d's Revelition to be ſufticiently 
known For noone queltions but God's /*racty however dilcovercd, 15 
1 tuNcent ground for Faith ; but all rhe Quettion is, How we come to 
know wherein this Yerac:ty of God doth diſcover it ſelf; or whar thoſe 
111095 are which are immediately revealed by him. Thercfore to tcll us, 
tnat the r-ſ0/:t.02 of Faith is into God?s Iafallible le {{imoay, Withoar ſhew- 
ing on What account this Teitimony 1s to ke believed to be from Go, 15, ro 
rell us that which no onedoubts of, and to eſcape that which is rhe main 
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queltion. ior in caſe 1ſzac ſhould have denyed ſubmiilion to his F:thers 
will when he went tobe ſacrificed, till he could be fatisfied concerning 
the lav tulnels of that action which his Father went about ; Do you think 
ic had becii latisfactory to him, if Abrahams had told him, that God had 
power to relax his own L-vs, and therefore he need not queſtion the 
lawtulneſs of the action ; might not 1/aac have preſently anſwered, That 
he did not quelttion, but what God commanded was lawful, but that he 
delircd, was, ſome evidence that he had a reve/2tioz tor what he did. And 
the anſwer to this had been only pertinent and fatistactory. So that he 
might have no reaſon to queſtion it, although he did not believe any thing 


more than common fidelity in his Fathers teſtimony. For God never (when ' 


revelations were molt common ) thought it neceſſary to multiply revela- 
tions lo tar, as to make one neceflary to attelt another ; but that revelat-- 
on Winch was communicated to one was obligatory to all concerned in 
it, though they could have nothing bur Moral certaizrty for it, By this it 
appears, that when we now ſpeak of the reſo/vtion of Faith, though the 
utmoſt reaſon of our atlent, 1s, that Infallib:lity which is ſuppoſed in Dz- 
vine [e/t1mony, yer the nearelt and molt proper reſolution of it, is, into 
the grounds inducing us to believe that ſuch a Teſtimony is tray Divize; 
and the re/o/ution of this cannot be into any Divine Teſtimony without a 
procels 1N in{inmitum. 7 

2. Thar when we ſpeak of the re/9lution of Faith, by Fait5 we underſtand 
a rational and diſcurſive act of the mind. For F:th being an aſſet upon 
evidence, Or reaſon inducing the mind to aflent, ir mult be a rat/91/ and 
d:ſcur{ive att ; and ſuch a one that one may be able to give an account of 
toanother, And tlus account which menareable to give why they do be- 
lieve, or on what ground they doit, is that which we call r-/o/ving Faith. 


And by this it appears, that whatever reſolves Faith into its effi:ient cauſe, - 


( which ſome improperly call the Teſtimony of the ſpirit) though it may be 
true, yet comes not home to the queition. For if by the 7eff:120ay of the 
ſpirit be meant that operation of the ſpirit whereby faving Fath is wroaght 
in us, then it gives no account from the h:2 to be believed, why we af 
ſent to it, but only ſhews how Faith is wrought in us by way of efficiexcy ;; 
which is rather reſolving the queſtion aboxt the neceſſity of Grace than the 
grounds of Faith, Our queſtion is not then, concerning the neceſſity of 7z- 
fuſed habits of Grace, bur of thoſe rational rndurements which do incline the 
mind to a firm atſent. For Faith in us, however 1t is wrought, being a 
perſaſion of the mind, it is not conceivable how there ſhould be any 4/- 
carſive act of the mind, without ſome reſo cauſing the mind to aſſentto 
what is propounded to it. For without this, Faith would te an unac- 
countable thing, and the ſpirit of revelation would not be the ſpirit of wiſ- 
40m; and Relioion would be expoſed tothe contempt of all unbelievers, it 
we were able to give no other account of Faith, than that it is wrought 
In us by the Spirit of God, When we ſpeak therefore of the reſolve 
"th, we mean, what are the rational inducements to believe, or what evi- 
dence there is in the object propounded to make us firmly aſſent to it. 

J. Adeocording to the different atts of Faith, there muſt be alſiened a diffe- 
rent reſolution of Faith. For every aCt being rational and diſcurſive, mult 
have its proper grounds belonging to it ; unleſs we ſuppoſe that at elict- 
ted without any reaſon for it, which is incongruous wirh the nature of the 
Iumane underſtanding. 

Thereare then in the queſtion of reſolution of Faith, theſe three queſtions 
to Le reſolved. Firſt, hy I believe thoſe thinss to be true which are con- 
tiined in the Book called the Scripture? 2. Mhy I b-lreve th: Dottrine cor- 
ta:med {i that Book to be Divine? 3. Why I believe the Books tremperues 'o 
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be of Divine Revelation ? Now every one of theſe queſtions admits of a dif. 
terent way of reſolution ; as will appear by the handling each of them di- 
{tinaly. 

1. If T be asked, On what oronnds T believe the things to be true which are 
contained in Scripture, my anſwer muſt be, From the greate/t evidence of 
zruth, which things of that nature are capable of. It theretore the peſons 
who are ſuppoſed to have writ theſe things, were ſuch who were fully ac- 
quainted with what they writ of; if they were ſuch per/ozs who cannot be 
{uſpeted of any deſign to deceive men by their writizg5; and 1t The certain 
that theſe which go under the za»e of their writizzs, are undoubredly 
theirs; I muſt have ſit Hcient groazds to believe the truth of them. Now that 
the writers of theſe things cannot be ſuſpedted of ignorance, appears by the time 
and zzethey writ in, when the /or of theſe things was new, and ſuch mul- 
titudes were willingenough to have contradidted it, if any thing had been 
amiſs : bcfides, ſome of the wr:ters had been intimately converlant with the 
perſon and actions of him whom they writ moſt of, 7 hat they could have 
20 intent to deceive, appears from the ſimplicity and candour both of their at7+- 
ons and writines, from their contempt of the world, and expoling themſelves 


to the greateſt hazards to bear witneſs to them. 7 hat theſe are the VEryY ſame 


1ritings, appears by all the evidence can be defired ; For we have as great, 
if not much greater reaſoz to believe them to be the Authours of the Books 
under their /Vazs, than any other writers of any Books whatſoever, both 
becauſe the matters are of greater zomert, and therefore men might be ſup- 
poſed more 77quiſirive about them; and that they have been unanimoully 
received for theirs from the very te of their being fir{t written, ( except 
ſome very few, which upon ſtrict examination were admitted tvo ) and we 
find theſe very Books cited by the learned Chriſtians under theſe Names in 
that time, when it had been no difficulty to have found out ſeveral of the 
Original Copies themſelves. When therefore they were univerſally re- 
ceived by Chriſtians, never doubted of by Jews, or Heathen Philoſophers : 
we have as great evidence for this firſt att of Faith, as its capable of, And 
he is unreaſonable who deſires more. 

2. If I be asked, why T believe the Dodrine contained intheſe Books tobe 
Drvine? ] muſt give in two things for anſwer. 1. That 1 the Age when 
the Doftrine was delivered, there was ſufficient reaſon to believe it Divine. 
2. That if there was ſufficient reaſon then, we have ſufficient reaſon now, 

1. That inthe Age when the Doftrine was delivered, there w.rs ſufficient 
reaſon to believe it Divine ; Suppoling then, that we already believe upon 
the former anſwer, that all the matters of fact be true. I anſwer, that if 
{ hriſt did ſuch unparallePd miracles, and role from the dead, they who 
card his Dotrize had reaſori to believe 1t to be of God: and this I fup- 
poſe the greateſt Infidel would not deny, it himſelf had been one of the 
witzzeſſes of IS actions and reſurrection. 

2. That if they had reaſon then, we have ſo now ; becauſe tradition to 
15 doth only ſupply the want of our ſexes, as to what Chri/t did and ſpake ; 
7.c. That tradition 1s a kind of derivative and perpetuated ſenſation to Us; 
it being of the ſame uſe to zz now which our ey2s and ears had becn, it we 
had been actually preſent when Chr:/t delivered his Dottrine and wrought 
his Miracles. Which that we may better underſtand, we may conſider 
what the uſe of our /exſcs had been, if we had been then preſent ; and con- 
{equently what the ſe of rrad:tioz is now tous. Now it 15 apparent, that 
the uſe of the /eſes, to thoſe mho ſav th: Miracles and heard the Dottrine 
of Chriſt, was not togiveany crcarbi/:ty to either of them, but only to bethe 
means of conveying to them thoſe things which might induce them to be- 


lieve ; the ſame doth 7r.1d7/tron now to us, 1t doth nor in it ſelf make the Do- 
arine 


RL INT -s 


—_—_——— 


Chap. V II. The Proteſtant Way of reſolving Faith, 


191 


#rine more c7edible, but ſupplies the uſe of our z/#s in a certain convey- 
ance of thoſe things to us which were the #207125 to believe then, For the 
motives to Faith borlr to them and us are the ſame, only the manner of con- 
veyance 1s different ; but our caſe 1s much the ſame with thoſe who lived 
in the fame Ave, butby reaſon of diſtance of p/ace could nor be perſonally 
preſent at what Chriſt did or ſaid; now if thoſe per ſorrs were obliged t0 
believe, and had ſufficient reaſoz for Faith, who by reaſon of 4/t:ace of 
place could not exerciſe their ſez/es about Chriſfs Dottrine and Mhracles, 
the ſame reaſoz2 and ob/reation have we, who cannot do it by reaſon of d-- 
ſtance of time. And if there beany advaritage on either fide, it is 0n ours, 


becauſe though the z7radit:0z doth not in it ſelf giveany cr-d:b//:ty to the 


Do#rine, yet there are ſuch circumſtances accompanying this tradition, 
which may much facilitate our beliet above thezrs : becaule by ſuch a con- 
tinued tradition we have an evidence of the efficacy bf this Doetrive, which 
had ſo continual a power as to engage ſo many inall ages ſince its firſt ap- 

earance to be the propagators and defenders of it; And therefore this 
hath very much the advantage of the report of any cred:vle perſ'zs in that 
ace , who might report to any at diftance the Miracles and DoX#rine of 
Chrifft, And this is the way of reſolution of Faith, which the Scripture it 
ſelf directs us to. How ſhall we eſcape if we neplett ſo great ſalvation, which 
at tho firſt began to be ſpoken by the Lord, and was confirmed unto us by th.m 
that heard him : God alſo bearing them witneſs both with ſions and wonders, 
and with diverſe miracles and gifts of the Holy Ghoft, according to his 0.4 
will? Where we plainly ſee, the reſolution of Faith as tothe Divinity of 
the Do&trize was into the Miracles wrought tor the confirmation of it 
(which was the proper wirnefi or teſtimony of the Holy Ghoſt) but the 
means of conveyance was by the 7rad:tioz of thoſe who were eye and ear- 


witneſſes of what Chriſt ſaid or did. As therefore it was not ſuppoſed ne-. 


ceſſary for them who ſaw the miracles of Chriſt, either to have ſome 7z:vard 
Teſtimony of the Spirit, or ſome external Infallible Teſtimony of the Church, 
to alſure them that theſe -2:racles were really done by Chri/?, but God leſt 
them to the judgement of /cxſe; ſo proportionably neither of thoſe zo is 
now neceſſary for the reſo/ution of our Faith, but God 1aſtead of the judge- 
ment of /ex/e leaves us to the evidence of Tradition. 

Object. But all this is (you lay) no more than Moral certainty, which be- 
ino fallible, we cannot from thence be aſſured that Chriſtian Religion is Infal- 
tibly true ? Anſv. This being the great bxg-bexr wherewith you would 
tright men out of their Re/joz0z, I ihall in this place ſhew, that it ſerves 
only to ſtare fools and children with. For, 1. What greater certainty 
had they who lived in the time of Chrift and his Apoſtles, and did not fee 
their Miracles? Had they, or could they have, any more than this you 
call 17) Certainty ? ahd, Do you really think, that all ſuch could not be 
ſutficiently aſſured, that Chriſtian Religion was intallibly true * 2. Moral 
Certiimty may be a ſufficient Foundation for the molt fr: Aſſeat; an 
therefore, if the matter to be believed be the 7fe//v/e Truth of a 
Dodr;ye upon ſritable evidence, though we have now but z207al Certainty 
of that evidence, the Aſſet may be firm to ſuch a Doctrize as infallible. And 
therciore the grand miſtake lyes here, as though our Fath were refolved 
finally into this woral Certainty ; or, as if the Faith of thoſe who ſaw 
Chriſ”s Miracles, were reſolved into their eyes, and not into the 1rractcs tor 
as their ezes were but the ears of conveyance of that evidexce which was 
infallible, 1o is that Tradition tous by which we have our Cert27zzy of thoſe 
evidences of the izfallible Truth of Chriſtian Religion. And we are further to 
conſider that the nature of Certaizty is not ſo much to be taken from rhe 
matters themſelves, as from the grounds inducing the Aſſert ; that is, hes + 
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2. Suppoſe God give the moſt infallible evidence of any Religion, it is not 
poſſible, but that ſome who are bound to believe that Religton, can hive any 
more than :9ral Certainty of it. And, tor all that, I know the greatei!t P/y- 
fical C:rtainty 1Sas liable to queſtion as zoral; there being as great a prſ- 
1oility of Deception in that, asa ſuſpicion of doubt in this, and oft-times grea- 
ter. \What advantage thcn had thoſe who ſtood by, and faw the wr 
racl's of Moſes and Chriſt, above thoſe whodid not, but had the report of 
them conveyed to them in an unqueſtionable manner ? Beſides, it is ap- 
parent, God's great aim inanv Religion, is moſt at the good of thoſe wito 
can have only a »zoral Certainty of the great evidences of the 7r1th of that 


Relizian; becaulc it being God's intention, that the Retiproz delivered by 
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Him, ſhould be not meerly tor the benefit of thofe very few perſons who 
could be preſent at fuch things, but tor the advantage of thoſe incompara- 
bly greater numbers, who, by realon of di/tazce of place and age, could not 
be preſent ; it would argue a {trange want of provi{ion for mens Faith, unleſs 
moral Certainty were {uficient. Only you indeed will ſuppoſe that which 
God himſelf never thought necellary, v7z. ar infallible Teſtimony of the pre- 
ſcat Church ; but to what good purpoles you have introduced this, hath large- 
ly appeared already. | 

2. Moral Certainty yields ns ſufficient Aſſurance, that Chriſtian Religion 1s 14: 


-11ibly true : And that I prove, becauſe :or2/ Certainty may evidently ſhew - 


us the Cred7bility of the Chriſtian Relizion, which you deny not, nor any elfe; 
and, that from the Cred'b:/:ty ot it, the 7z2f2//ible Truth of it may be proved, 
will appear by thele two things : | 

1. 1 hat where there is evident Credibility in the matter propounded, there doth 
ariſe upon men an obligation to believe :* And that is proved both by your own 


confeſſion ( as to the Churches Infallibility being believed on the Motives of 


Credibility) and from Gods intention, in giving ſuch Motives, which was, to 
pcrl\vade them to believe, as appears by multitudes of p/aces of Scripture ; 
and withal, though the meer Credib:/ity of the Motives might at firſt ſup- 
pole ſome dobts concerning the Infallib:/ity of the Dottripe, yet it is not con- 
ſiſtent with any doubt, as tothe [zfalib:/ity of the obligation to believe ; be- 
cauſe there can be no other reaſon aſſigned of theſe Motives of Credibility, 
than the inducing on men an obligation to Faith. 

2. That where there is ſuch an obligation to believe, we have the preateſt aſſu- 
rance,that the matter to be believed ts infallibly True: Which depends upon this 
maniteſt proof, 7hat God cannot oblige men to believe a lye ; 1t being repug- 
nant to all our conceptions of the Yeracity and Goodzefs of God, to imagine, 
that God ſhould require from men (on the pain of eternal damnation, for not 
believing) to believe ſomething as zxfallibly True, which is really falſe. 
Thus, you ſce, what a clear and pregnant demonſtration we have of the zz- 
fallible Truth of Chriſtian Religion trom moral Certataty ; How injurious then 
have thoſe of your party been, who have charged this opinion of believing: 
upon moral Certainty, with betraying Relizron, and denying Chriſtian Reli- 
2:09 to be infallibly True ? Thus much for this grand Objection ; Inow come 
to the laſt Queſtion conſiderable in the Reſolution. 

7. On what account do I believe theſe particular Books of Scripture to be Gods 
Word * Which may admit of a double fenſe: 1. Oz what account I do 
believe the Dottrine contained in thefe Books to be Gods Mord? 2. On what 
account I do believe the Books containing this Do&trine tobe Gods Word ? As 
to the jr/?, T have anſwered already, viz. Upon the ſame rational evidence 
which cod gave, that the Te/timony of thole who delivered, was a Divize 
and :2fallible eftimrony : Tothe ſecond, Ianſwer in theſe rwo Propoſitions : 

1. That the /aff Reſolution of Faith 1s not into the Infallibility of the In- 
ftrument of conveyance, but into the Infallibility of that DoFrine, which is 
thereby conveyed to us. For the writing of this Do&#rize 1s only the cox- 
dition by which this Revelation 15 made manifeſt to us ; 1t being evident 
from the -.tzre of the thing, that the writ1ng of a Divine Revelation is not 
neceſlary tor the grouzd and reaſon of Faith, as to that Revelation: becauſe 
men may believe a Divine Revelation without 1t ; as 1s not only evident in 
the caſe of the Patriarchs, but of all thoſe, who in the time of Chriſt, and 
the 4po/7/es,did believe the truth of the Dotfrime of Chriſt before it was writ- 
ten, It therefore the writ/z2 be only the condition of the m2anifeftation of the 
Obj-fl ma certaia way to us, the ground and reaſon of Faith,is not to be reſolved 
no: which is only the ode of our knowledge of theObjett to be beliey*d; 
but into 4.2 which 1s properly the ground and reaſon why we believethar 
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Doftrine or Revelation to be Divize, which 1s contained in thoſe Books. 
And this is ſtill the calc of all illiterate per/ozs, who cannot relolve their 
Faith properly into the Scripture, bur into the Doctrize delivered them our 
of Scripture. Hence we may diſcern the diference between the forma! Gb- 


ject, and the Rule of Faith ; the Formal Object 1s that evidence which is g1- 


ven of the Infallib:ility of the 7 eftizzony of thole who delivered the Doctrine ; 
the iz{/l:ble Rule of Faith to us, 1s the Scripture, 12, that which limits and 
bounds the material Objects of Vaith, which we are bound to believe ; and 
this doth therefore diſcover to us what thoſe things are, which on the ac- 
count of the Formal Object, we arc obliged to believe. 

2. Thoſe who believe the Dottrine of Scripture to be Divine, have no reaſon 
to queſtion the infallible conveyance of that Doitrine to us, inthoſe Books we call 
the Scripture. Therefore, whatever things we are to believe-in order to ſal- 
vation, we have as great evidence as we can deſire, that they are »fallibly 
conveyed to us. 

T. If the Doitrine of Chriſt be True and Divine, then all the Promiſes he 
ade were accompliſhed : Now, that was one of the greateſt, That his Spirit 
{boxuld lead his Apoſtles into all Truth; Can we then reaſonably think, that if 
the Apoſtles had ſuch an fable Afiſtance of the Spirit of God with them, 
in what they ſpake in a tranſitory way to them who heard them, that they 
{hould want it in the delivering thoſe Records to the Church, which werero 
be the ſtanding monuments of this Doftrine to all Ages and Generations. If 
ChriſPs Dottrine therefore be True, the Apoſtles had an infallible 4/zance of 
God's Spirit ; it they had ſo in delivering the Dottrime of Chriſt by preach- 
ing, nothing can be more unreaſonable, than to imagine ſuch ſhould want 
it, who were employed to give an account to the world of the ature of 
this Dodrize, and of the Miracles which accompanied Chriſt axd his Apoſtles. 
So that it will appear an abſurd thing to atlert, that the Doctrine of Chriſt is 
Divine, and ro queſtion, whether we have the 7zfa!lible Records of it. It is 
not pertinent 10 our Queſtion, in what way the $p/7zr of God afliſted them 
that wrote, Whether by immediate ſ#22e/tioz of all ſuch things which 
might be ſufficiently known without ir ; and whether in ſome things which 
were not of concernment, it might not leave them to their own judge- 
ment ; (as 1n that place, whez they had rowed about five and twenty or thir- 
ty furlongs, when, no doubt, God"s Spirit knew infallibly whether it was, 
but thought not fit to reveal it ) whether in ſome lighter circumſtances 
the Writers were ſubject to any inadvertencies (the negative of which 
is more pioully credible ) whether meer h:/torical paſſages needed the {ime 
infallible Aſſiſtance, that Prophetical and Dodrinal; thelc things, I lay, arc 
not neceſſary to be reſolved, it being ſufficient in order to Eh, that the 
Dottrine we are to believe, as it was intallibly delivered to the world, by the 
preaching of Chri/t and his Apoſ{/cs, 1o it 15 intallibly conveyed to us in the 
Looks of Scripture. | 

2. Becauſe theſe Books were owned for Divine by thoſe Perſons aud Aves, who 
mere moſt competent Tudaes, Whether they were fo or a9, Vorthe Ave of the 
Apoſtles was ſufficiently able tojudge, whether thole rh; 95 which are faid 
toe ipoken by Chr:/f, or written by the Apoſtles, were really lo or no. And 
we can have noreafon at all toqueltion, but what was delivered by them, 
was infallibly true. Now, from that fi-/? Ave we derive our {owl doe con- 
cerning the Authority of theſe Bougks, which being conveyed to us 1n tlic 
molt «queſtionable and univerſal Tradition, we can have no reaton in the 
wv orid to doubt, and therefore the greateſt reaſo firmly to aſſet, rhur the 
Boos we call the Scripture, are the 72fallible Records of the Wor! of God. 
And thus much may ſuffice in general concerning the Proteſtant Way ot re- 
folving Faith : Inow return to the examination of what you give us by way 
of anf\wer to his Lordſhips diſcourſc. FO The 
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The firit Aſſault you make upon his Lordſhip, is, for making Avo/tolical 
1 radition a ground of Faith : but becaule your peculiar excellency lyes in the 
involving plain things ; the beſt ſervice I can do, is to lay things open as 
they are; by which means we ſhall caſtly diſcern where the truth lyes. I 
{ball cheretore firſt ſhew, how far his Lordſhip makes Apoſtolical 'l radition 
4 ground of Faith, and then conſider what you have to object againſt it. In 
that SeQtion which your Margeat refers to, all that he ſays ot it, is, 7hat 
the Voice and 1 radition of that Church which included in it Apoſtles, Diſciples, 
and ſuch as had immediate Revelation from Heaven, was Divine, and the 
Word of God from them ts of like validity written or delivered, And, as to this 
1 radition ({aith he) there is abundance of Certainty in it ſelf, but how far it 
is evident to us, ſhall after appear. At the end of the next . 21. he faith, 
That there is double Authority, and both Divine, that confirms Scripture 10 be 
the Word of God. Tradition of. the Apoſtles delivering it, and the interna! 
worth and argument in the Scripture, obvious to a ſoul prepared by the preſent 
Churches 1 radition, and Gods Grace, But, ». 23. he faith, 1 hat this Apoſto- 
lical '[radition ts not the ſole and only means to prove Scripture Divine, but th? 
moral per ſwaſion, reaſon, and force of the preſent Church, is ground enough for 
any one to read the Scripture, and eſteem reverently of it. And this once done, 
the Scripture hath then In and home-arguments enough to put a ſoul that hath but 
ordinary Grace, out of doubt, that the Scripture 1s the Word of God, infallible 
and Diviae. I luppole his Lordſhips meaning may be comprized 1a theſe 
particulars. 1. That to thoſe who lived in the Apoftolicaltimes the 7raa'- 
tion of Scripture, by thole who had an infallible Teſtimony, wasa ſufficient 
ground of their believing it infallibly rrue. 2. That though the conveyance 
of that 7 rad7tion to us be not infallible, yet it may be ſufficient to raiſe in us 
a high eſteem and venerationfor the Scripture. 3. That thoſe who have 
this effec: for the Scripture, by a through ſtudying and conſideration of it, 
may undoubtedly believe that Scriptures the Divineand Infallible Word of 
God. This I take to be the ſubſtance of his Lordſhips diſcourſe. We 
now come to examine what you object againſt him. Yonr firſt demand is, 
How comes Apoſtolical Primitive Tradition to work upon us, if the preſent 
Church be fallible? WhichlT ſhall anſwer by another, How come the 4e- 
crees of Councils ro work upon you, if the reporters of thoſe Decrees be fal- 
lible? If you ſay, Ir is ſufficient that the Decree it ſelf be infallible, but it is 
wot n:ceſſary that the reporter of thoſe Decrees ſhould be ſo ; The ſame T lay con- 
cerning the Apoſtolical 1 radition of Scripture, though it were ixfallible in 
their / eſtimozy, yet it 15 not neceſſary that the conveyance of it to us ſhould 
be infallible. And if you think your lelf bound to believe the Decrees of 
Gezeral Councils as infallible, though tallibly conveyed to you ; Why may 
not we ſay the ſame concerning Apeſtolical Tradition ? Whereby you may 
ſee, though Tradition be f4//:b/e, yet the matter conveyed by it, may have 


ts proper citect upon us. Your next Inquiry (if I underſtand it) is to this * 
ſenſe, Mhether Apoſtolical Tradition be not then as credible as the Scriptures ? 
I anſwer freely (ſuppoling ir equally evident ) what was delivered by the 


 Apoſtlesxo the Church by word or writing, hath equal Credibility : You at- 
tempt to prove, '[ hat there rs equal evidence, becauſe the Scripture is only known 
by the Tradition of the Church, to be the ſame that was recommended by the Apo- 
ffolical Church, which you have likewiſe for Apoſtolical Tradition. But, 1. Do 


You mean the ſame Apoffolical Tradition here or no, which the Arch-Biſhop * 


ſpeaks of, z.e, that aCt of the Apoſtles, whereby they delivered the Do##rine 
of Chriſt upon their Teſtimony to. the world ? If you mean this Tradition, 
for my part, I do not underſtand it as any thing really diſtinct from the 
Tradition of the Scripture it ſelf, For, although I grant, that the Apoſttes 
ard deliver that DodQtrine by Word as well as Writizg, yet if that Tradition 
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by 1rd had been judged ſufficient, I much queſtion whether we had ever 
had any written R-cords at all. Burt, becaule of rhe ipeedy decay of an 
oral 1241110 It there had been no ſtanding! Records, it pleaſed Ged in 
his in*nite M/1ſdom and Goodneſs, to ftir up lome fit perſons to digelt thoſe 
things lummarily into writing, which otherwiſe would have been expoſed 
to ſeveral corruptions ina ſhort time. For we ſee preſently inthe Church, 
notwithſtanding this; how fuddenly the Gzoſtichs, Valentinians, Manichees 
and others, did pretend ſome ſccrer '{ radition of Chriſt or his Apoſtles diſtin 
fron their writings. When theretore you can produce as certain evidence 
for any Apoſtolical Tradition diſtin from Scx/pture, as we can do, that 
the Books of Scripture Were delivered by the Apoſtles to the Church, you 
may then be hearkened to, but not before. 2. We have other ways to 
judge of the 1dertity of the Copres of Scripture (which we have) with thoſe 
delivered by the Primitive Church , beſides the 7eft/:02y of the preſent 
Church. And the judgement of the preſext Church conlidered meerly as ſuch 
can be no argument to ſecure any man concerning the integrity and incor- 
ruption of the B-oks of Scripture. We do theretore juitly appeal to the 
ancient Coptes, and 41SS. which confirm the incorruption of ours. Bur, 
lay you, hat infa'l'ble Certarnty have we of th'ms, beſtars Church Tradition? 
Very wiſely {aid in ſeveralreſpeRts, as though no Cerraiaty le's than infal- 
lible, could {erve mens turn as to ancient Cop/es of Scripture, and as though 
your Chnrch could give men 1#fallible certainty which Copres were ancient 
and which were not. But for our parts, we ſhould not be at all nearer 
any certo/2ty much leſs Infallibility concerning the authenticalneſs of any 
ancient Copres, becauſe your Churchdeclared it {clt for them ; neither can we 
imagine 1t at all necelfary in the examination of azc7err Copres to have any 
Infailible certainty at all of them. For as well you may pretend it as to 
any other Authors, when all that we look after in ſuch Copzcs 1s only 
that evidence which things of that nature are capable of. But you make 
his Lordſhip give as wiſe an anſwer to this queſtion of yours ; ' hey may 
be examined and approved by the anthentical Autographa"s of the vary Apo- 
feles. Where is it that this anſwer's given by his Lordſhip? It you may 
be allowed to make queſtions and anſwers too, no doubt, the one will be 
as wiſe as the other. But I ſuppoſe you thought, nothing could be {aid 
pertinent in this caſe, but whar you make his Lordſhip fay : and then by the 
unreaſonableneſs of that anſwer, becauſe none of theſe 4utozraph.'s arc ſup- 
poled extant, and becauſe if they were ſo, all men could not be 1nfallib!y cer- 
:aiz of them, you think you have ſufficient advantage againſt your adverſa- 
ry, becauſe thereby it would appear there can be no certarnty of Scr/prure 
but ſrom the anthority of your Church, To which becaule it may feem to 
carry on your great delign of rendring Re/igioz uncertain, I ſhall return a 

particular anſwer. | 
1. Suppoling we could have no cert2izty concerning the Copres of Ser: 
pturc but trom 7raditor, this doth not at all advantage your caſe, unleſs 
you could prove, that no other Trad-tion but thar of your Cherch can give 
us any certainty of it. Give me leave then to make this ſuppoſition, That 
God might nor have given this ſupernatrral alſtſfznce to your Chirch, which 
you pretend makes it Izfallible, Whether men through the Vzirr ſel con 
{cat of nexſons of the Chriſtian Church 1nall Aves, might not have been un- 
doubtedly certain, That the Scripture we have, was the ſame delivered by 
the Apoſtles ? i.e. Whether a matter of fact, in which the whole Chriſt. - 
2:2 world was fo deeply engaged, that not only their credit, but their interelt 
was highly concerned in it, could not be atteſted by them in a credible man- 
ner? Which is as much as to ask, Wherher the whole Chr:/t:az world was 
1-t at once beſotted and infatnated in the grofleſt magner, ſo as to ſuffer the 
YeEcoras 
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records of thoſe things which concerned their eternal weltare, to be 1mbe- 
zeled, falſified, or corrupted, fo as to miſtake them for Apoſtolicrl writizn«; 
which were nothing fo. If it be not then credible, that the Chrr/t:az 
world ſhould be ſo monſtrouſly impoſed upon, and ſo grolly deceived, then 
certainly the Univerſal Tradition of this Society may yield unqueltionabie 
evidence to any inquiſitive perſon, as to the iztcoriry and incrriontion of 
the body of Scriptures. Andaif 1t may yield ſuch evidexce, why doth 1t not 
{0? when we fee this was the very caſe of the Chriſtian world in all Jes. 
Some writings were delivered to the Chvrch of the Age they lived in, by the 
Apoſtles ; theſe mritings WCre ſodelivered, as that the Chri/tians underitood 
they were of things of more coxcerament to them than the whole World was ; 
th ſe writings were then received, embraced, and publickly read ; 7h. /c 
writinos were preſerved by them ſo ſacred and inviolable, that it was ac- 
counted a crime-of the higheſt nature to deliver the Copies of them into 
the hands of the Heathen perſecutors ; theſe writiags were ſtill owned by 
them as Divize, and the rule and ſtandard of Faith, th:ſo were appealed to 
in all diſputes among them, zheſe were preſ-rved from the att: pts of Here- 
ticks, vindicated from the a{{aults of the molt /cearmed Tnfidels, 1r anſcriben in- 
to the Books of the moſt diligent Chri/tians, 1ranſmittedfrom one Gemerats- 
oz to another, as the moſt ſacred depoſitum of FHeavez: ; And yet is it polli- 
ble, to ſuppoſe that theſe 172rz2gs ſhould be extorted out of their hands by 
w-olence, abuſed urder their ezes by fraud, or ſuffered to be loft by negligence. 
Yet no other way can be imagined, why any ſhould ſuſpe& the Bocks of 
Scripture which we have are not the ſame with thoſe delivered by the 
Apoſtles. All which are ſuch unreaſonable ſ#ppoſitions, that they could 
hardly enter into any head but yours, or /uch whoſe cauſe you manage in 
theſe diſputes ; the molt profligate Atheiſts, or moſt unreaſonable Scepricts. 


If then we entertain but mean and ordinary thoughts of the Chri/#;as of 


all Ages, if we look upon them as ſilly men abuſed into a Religion by 
fraud and impoſiure ; yet we cannot doubt, but that theſe per/ſozzs were 
careful to preſervethe records of that Religion, becaule they were lo dili- 
gent inthe ſtudy of it, ſo venturous for it, ſuch enemies to rhe corrupters 
of it, ſo induſtrious in propagating the knowledge of it to their f//e245 and 
Poſterity. Doyou think our Nation did cver want an [»/:/ble Teftizony 
to preſerve the 1Ma9nz Charta, fuppoling no authentick record of it kept 
in the Publick Archives of the Nation? Would not mens intereſt make 
cliem careful to preſerve 1t inviolable, eſpecially confidering the frequency 
of c:uſes whoſe deciſion depends upon it, and the diſperlion of the Copies 
abroad, and the diligence of ſuch whoſe profeſſion leads them to look to 
ſuch things. And will not the ſame reaſons hold in a greater meaſure for 
the /mtearity and 7mcorruption of Scriptures ? Do not the eternal Concerns of 
all Chriftians depend upon thoſe ſacred records, that, 1t thoſe be not true, 
they were of all men moſt miſcrable * Were not innumerable Copzes of theſe 
writings ſuddenly diſperſed abroad, and all Chriftizns accounted it a part of 
their Religion to ſearch and enquire into them ? Hath there not aiways 
been a ſucceſſion of diligent and faithful perſons, whoſe o:Hce and profe:- 
on it hath been to read, interpret, and vindicate theſe Bo9%s ? and who 
have left excellent »20nu»:ents of their endeatovrs inthis nature? Is it then 
poſſible to /uppo/call thoſe Copter ar once /z2hrneted, all thole Chriſtians in one 
age deceived, all thoſe Diwizes fo /icrre and neeligeat that there ſhould be any 
conſiderable a/teration, much lels any total d-pravation of thele writings ? 
WhenonceT ſee a whole Corr9r 2-702 content to burn their publick Charter, 


and ſubſtitute a zewoze inthe place of it, and thisnot be fuſpetted or dil- 


covered ; When Tſhall ſee a Maena Charta foilted, and neither K7ze nor 
prople he ſenſible of ſuch a Chzzr ; When all the world ſhall conſpire to 
| | accerue 
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decerve themſelses and their children : I may then {uſpect ſuch an /mpoſturr as 
to the Scripture ; but not before. And will not all rhis pertwade vou, thay 
there 15 no neceſſity of 1. + rg yorr Church Lyfallible 19 order to our certain. 
tr, that we have the ſame Books of Scripture which were delivered by the -1po. 
:#{es? If not, the next news I ſhall expect to hear trom you, will be, That 
we can have no certaruty of the Bernz of God, or the Foxndation of all Reljoi- 
0, but from your Churches Infallibility ; there being every jot as much reaſon 
to fay, that all mankind ſhould be deceived into the bchiet of a Dezry by 
{oine cunning Polrticians, as that all Chriſtiansſhould be deceived as to the 
belief of ſuch Books to be Scripture which were univerſally corrupted; and 
it you underſtood Conſequences you would have urged one afſoon as the 
other. But ſtill remember, into what preczpices this good doctrine of 1/7 
ltbility Icads you. 
bk 9. But it may be your meaning 25 more gentle and eaſe, than to ſuppoſe 
there coul4 be no certzinty as to all the Books being the fame, but only 
that we cannot have any Ifallible certaraty that there are no corrnptions 
crept into theſe Books which we have, but trom your Chrrches Teſtimony. 
To which I an{wer, 1. That there is no reaſon to ſuppole this ſhould be 
your meaning, 2. Suppoling it were your meaning, there 15 no reaſon in 
the thing. 

1. 1 here is noreaſon to ſuppoſe this ſhould be your meaning ; tor you are ſpeak- 
ing of ſuch things which are neceſſary to be believed, and theretore are pro- 
perly objects of Eaith, but that there are no kind of corruprions crept into the 
Copres of Scripture, cannot with you be an object of Faith. For thoſe of your 
party do fome of them corfeffand others contend, that there are many cor- 
r1uptions Crept into the Hebrew Text of the Old Teſtament, and the Greek of 
the New ; and that there are abundance of corruptions in your ///gar Latin 
isnot only abundantly proved by our Writers, but acknowledged by the 
learnedſt of your own, and irretragably demonſtrated by the diftercnt editi- 
ons of Sixtusand Clement. 

Suppole this were your meaning, there were »0 reaſon in the thing ; For, 
1. Tonr Church cannot Infallibly aſſure us, there are no corrnptions. 2. We may 
be ſufficiently aſſured of it without the 1 eſt imony of your Church. 

i. Your Chrch cannot aſſure usat all, much leſs I»fa/{rbly that there are 
no ſuch corruptions. For what reaſon can there be, Why we ſhould rely on 
the judgement of only a part of the whole yocrery of Chriſtians, and that 
part at great oppoſition with many other conliderable Churches ; muſt we 
then believe your Church where it agrees with, or it difters trom the reſt ? 
It only where it a; rees with the reſt, then 1t 35 not the ze/t/2zony of your Church 
we rely on, but the Univerſal conſent of all : It where it differs, few us ſome 
reaſon, why we ſhould believe your Church in oppoſition to all others. 
Eſpecially, x. When we conſider what contradiQtion there hath been in 
the teſtimony of your Church about this very thing : as appears yot only by 
the great difference among your writers concerning the antheatich Copics, 
{ome ſtill defending the Hebrew and Greek 'l exts, and others ſtanding up tor 
that great Diana of Romethe Yulear [.1tin. Conlidering then, that by the 
decree of the Council of 1 rent the Vulzar Latin 1s looked on by you as the 
molt a»thexrick Copy of the Scripture, let any one judge whether ever thus 
could be judged more authentick, than when the Pope himſelf /z Cathcara 
doth reviſc any ed:tv2 of it, and uſe all poſſible care tor the ſetting it torth, 
not only comparing it with the beſt ancient ASS. but taking the pains ro cor- 
1cct it with his own hand both before and atter the Pref, and all this was 
done by S7xtus 5. as himiclt declares in the Preface to his edirioz of the /"ulaar 
Latin, 4. D. 1590. Yet within little more than two. years atter comes olit 
the cdition of Clement 8. which as appears by the computation of {uch who 

have 
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have taken the pains to compare them, differs from the other in ſome 
thouſands ot places. Now I pray tell me what Ifall:bl: certainty are we 
like to have concerning the Copres of, Scripture, being the ſame with thoſe 
delivered by the Apoſtles, irom the Iafallibility of your Church, when 
this teſtimony of your Chxrch doth fo finely contradict it ſelf within 
little (more than two years time ? Nay when $zxt25'5. his care was {6 
great and extraordinary in his edition, that an Izſcription was made in 
the [atgcan, 141 perpernan Yet emOriam, which 1s in letters of Gold in rheſe 
words, 


SACRAM PAGINAM EX CONCILIITRIDENTI 
NI PRASCRIPTO QUAM EMENDATISSIMAM 
DIVULGARI MANDAVIT. 


Which Inſcription, as Anzelns Roccha tells us, was purpoſely made to ſet B3b1inth. 37 
forth that infinite care and pains which the Pope took in that edition, Which titan. p. 225: 
were ſo oreat ({aith he)that it is impoſſible that any ſhould recount them,and for his 
own part he ſtood aſtoniſhed when he ſaw them : tor he not only carefully cor- 
rected the Copy before the Impreſſion, but reviewed it ſheet by ſheet at- 
ter, that the ed:t/02 might be the more faithful. And {hall we atter all this 
believe that Srxties 5, mever lived to fee this edition compleat, which is the 
miſerable ſhift ſome of your party have to avoid this evident contradittiop : 

Or ſhall we think, what others pretend, 7 hat he wever lived to anthorize 

this Edition of his, whereas his Brieve doth in terms declare this to be the 

authentick vuloar Latin, which the Decree of the Connc!l of Trent had re- 

ſped to; but this Brieve, others ſay, though provided was never proclaim 

ed; It fcems then the Popes Inf llrb:lity depends upon Proclamation; but 

was not this Bull {ufticiently proclaimed which 1s extant in thoſe editions 

of S:x:#5 5.2 with an injunction that this Bible be read in all Churches 

ne minima quidem particuli, wntati, addita, vel detracfa, without any the 

leaſt alteration. Now then whenthe //algar Latin is owned by the Conncil 

of Trent tor the anthentick Copy of Scripture ; when-the Pope whoſe teſtimo- 

ny mult be ſuppoled 1zfall;ble takes great pains in proſecution of the decree 

of that Conzc:! to declare and ſet forth the true authentick editioz of this 

Vulzar Latin, When ſhould we ever, if not now, expect ſome Infallible cer- ; 

tainty of the rue Copy of the Scripture yet ſo lar are we from it, that not 

long atter men are forbidden the xe of that edition under the penalty of the 

greater Excommunication. Azd all this, forlooth, under the pretence of Ty- 

 poxraphical faults, and what then muſt we think of that Pope who took ſuch 

inceſſant pains to correct them ? Thus we ſee how far we are from any cer- 

tainty at all, much more from any Infallible certainty concerning the true 

Copies of Scripture from the authority of your Church. 2, The anthentical- 

neſs of thoſe Copies let forth by the appointment of the Council of Trent and 

the approbation of the Pope, hath no greater evidence of certa/7ty thanany 

other Copres of Scripture, 1f they have ſo much. For all that S7xts 5. 

pretends for the arthezticalnef of thar Copy, is, the agreement of it with 

the acient and approved Copies both Printed and MSS. which he had cauſed \ 

to be diligently ſearched in Librarics, Than which, (faith | 

he) there can be no more firm or certain argument of the 1n hic autemgermani textiis pe-otfligatiore, 

true and genuine text, Well ſaid however in this! Bur OT chrimen - 7 hehe 

it the Latin Copres be ſo furea rule to judge of the au- antiqunrium probatorumque Colicum Latina- 

tenticalneſs of the Text by, thall not much more the 75 ſtor nut inp quan is 

ancicnt Copies of the ( 1 ietnal Hebrew and Greek ; elpe- 7:15, Sixrus 5. Prafar, 

cially when we conſider, that the vaſt difference of 

the Chmentine and Sixtine Bibles lay in this, that Clement the 8. did ny 
the 
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the Yuloar Latin according to the original in above two thouland places, 
when the contrary reading was eſtabliſhed by Szxtzs. For the Pope where 
he pleaſed took the Marginal Annotations in the Lovaiz Bibles and inlerted 
them into the zext ; which Mareiaal Anzotatiozs contain the diderent read. 
ings which were obſerved from the comparing the ler Latiz with the 
Originals, as appears by the Preface tothe Lovain Bibles, And although 
the Pope ex Apoſtolice poteſtatis plenitudine (as Sixtus 5, phraſeth it in the Bull 
before his Bibles) did take and Icave where he pleaſed himſclt, yet ig iS evi- 
dentfrom thoſe who have compared them, that above two thouſand places 
are reformedaccording to the Originals; and more than twice as many more 
might have been if his Holineſs had thought good. For our induſtrious 
Ds. Fames, who had taken the pains accurately [to:compare-not only the 
Sixtineand Clementine Bibles, but the Clementine edition with the Lovarn 
Annotations, doth in the defence of his Belluzz Papale challenge Gret/cr the 
Teſaite to joyn iſſue with him if he dared on the point, viz. of making it 
appcar that there WETE' I 0000, differences L1 the Lowvatn Annotations from 
the //uloar Latin,and that theſe ditterences ariſe from the comparing it with 
the Hebrew, Greek, and Chaldec. Are we not then ar a tine paſs tor our 1z- 
fallible certainty concerning the Copres of Scripture, it the judgement of your 
Church muſt be relyed on ? Was that ſuticient ground for Pope Cl:ment to re- 
form twothouſand places, and would it not ſerve for all the reſt ? Tt thoſe 
were truer becauſe they agreed more with-the Or/27aals, were not the ret 10 
too? And have nor we the greateſt reaſon to rely on the 0772/z4/s when the 
Pope himſelf appeals tothem, and reforms by them ? According then tothe 
judgement of your pretended 1»fall:ble Church we have as great certainty as 
they, for certainly the Hebrew and Greek are as obvious to us as them ; and 
I never yet heard that your Popes did challenge to themlelves among. cther 
Apoſtolical prerogatives the gift of tongues. 

2. Wemaybe ſufficiently aſſured that there are no material corruptious in the 
Books of Seripture without your Churches teſtimopy. Not that we pretend the 
Apoſtles Autoerapha are {till extant for us to compare our Copzes with ( al- 
though ſome of your (ide tell us among orher rarities of the /aticay, thar the 
true ancientGreek text is there extant,which the Pope would do well to oblige 
the world with) but we whoſe eyes are not b/e/? with fuch noble /7o/rs as are 
there /oc{t up from all ſuch who have not a good 4vſc of implicite Faith abour 
them, pretend to no ſuch thing : but by the diligent comparing the preſent 
Copies with the moſt ancient MSS. by rhe obſervation of what C:tations of 
Scripture are produced by thoſe of the Fathers who lived when ſome of 
theſe Autographa were extant (as it 1s apparent ſome were in '[ertull;axs time, 
and ſome tell us that the authentick Apocalypſe was preſerved in the Church of 
Epheſus in Honorims his time) by the diligence of the primitive writers in ta- 
king notice of the leaſt attempt tor tallitication or corruption of the text ; 
For when Marcion began to clip and tallihe the text, [rexerrs preſently takes 
notice of it and gives him a ſufficient rebuke tor it : and fo doth 7 ertullias 
atterwards, and Epiphanires particularly takes notice of all thoſe places which 
had violent hands laid upon them, and reſcues them from thoſe impure at- 
rempts, 10 that we {till enjoy them 1n their integriry. So thar whatever cn- 
deavours were made, they were preſently diſcovered, as that of the 47174255 
by St. Ambroſe, that of Tatianus his 1Monoteſſaron by [h:odoret. Tn lo mucly, 
that Bellarmriz himlelf confeſſeth ; Et mult a dvpravare cndts ſunt herelicl, 
tamen _—_— defuerunt Catholici, qui eorum err npleties del exeriat,ef 11042 per- 


Bullar. l. 2. de miſcrint libros ſacros corrumpi. That the Catholictts were as vigilant as the 
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Elereticks malicious, and therefore could never effect their deſign in cor- 
rupting the Scrzpture. Beſides, it is obſervable, that among thoſe »2wti- 
tudes of variexs lettions the New Teft i111, of which R., Stephen made 2 
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by ſuch as were either _—_— or careleſs) yet there are none which are 
atrial, loas toenrrench upon the integrity andauthority of the Copies as 
a rule of Faith and Manners ; they are therefore but racings of the «4:2, but 
no w042ds of any vital part. Abating therefore only what-mutt neceffarily 
be ſuppoſed in the multitudes of Copyes tranſcribed, there is ſo great 7x- 
trority and izcorruption in thoſe Copies we have, that we cannot bur therein 
rake notice of a peculiar hand of Divine Providence in preſerving theſe au- 
thentick records of our Religion ſo ſafe toour dayes. But it is time now to 
return to you. 

You wou'd therefore perſ[wade us, That we have no ground of certainty 
as to the Copies of Scripture, but comparing them with the Apoſtles Autogra- 

ha ; but I hope our former diſcourſe hath givenyou a ſafficient account 
of our certa/nty without ſeeing the Apoſt/es own hands, But I pray what 
certainty then had the Jews after the Captivity, of their Coptes of the 
Law ? yet Icannot think you will deny them any ground of certainty in 
the time of Chriſ#that they had the true Copies both of the Law and the 
Prophets; and Thope you will not make the Saxhedriz, which condemned 
our S:wi01r to death, to have given them their only -fall:ble certainty 
concerning it. If therefore the Jews might be certain without I»fallibiliry, 
why may not we? for if the Oracles of Uod were commutted to the Jews then, 
they are to the Chriſtians now, 

You yet further urge, That there tan be no certainty concerning the Au- 
toerapha's of the Apoſtles, but by tradition : And may not every untverſal tra- 
dition be carried up as clearly at leaſt to the Apoſtles times, as the Seriptnres ; 
by moſt credible Authors, who wrote in their reſpettive ſucceeding ages ? 


Ianſwer, We grant there can be no certainty as to the Copies of Scripture - 


but from zradition, and if you can nameany of thoſe great things in Con- 
troverſie between us, which you will undertake to = to be as univer- 
ſal a tradition, as that of the Scriptures ; you andT ſhall not differ as to the 
belief of it. Burtthink not to fob us off with the tradition of the pre/exs 
Church inſtead of the Church of all ages, with the tradition of your Church 


inſtead, of the Catholick, with the ambiguous zeſtimonies of rwo or three . 


of the 'Fathers, inſtead of the nziverſal comſent of the Church ſince the Apo- 
ftles times. If I ſhould once fee you prove the [»fallibility of your Church, 
the Popes Supremacy, Invocation of Saints, Veneration of Images, the neceſſi- 
ty of Calibate 1 the Clergy, a punitive Purgatory, the lawfulneſs of communti- 
cating in one kind, the expediency of the Scriptures and Prayers being in an 
unknown tongue, the ſacrifice of the Maſs, Tranſubſtantiation ( to name no 
more) by as unque/t:onable and univerſal a tradition as that whereby we 
receive the Scriptures, I ſhall extol you for the only perſon that ever did 
any thing conſiderable on your ſide, and I ſhall willingly yield my ſelfup 
as a Trophey to your brave attempts. Either then for ever torbear to men- 
tion any ſuch things, as Univerſal Tradition among you as to any things, be- 
ſides Scriptures, which carry a neceſſity with them of being believed or 
praQtiſed ; or once for all undertake this rask, and manitett it as to the 
things in Controverſie between us. Your next Paragraph (beſides what 
hath been already diſcuſſed in this Chapter concerning Apoſtnlical trad;- 
tron of Scripture) empries it felt into the old »9are mortuum of the formal 
object and Tafallible application of Faith, which I cannot think my ſelf ſo 
much at leaſure to follow you into, fo often as youfall into it. When once 
you bring any thing that hath bur the Ieaſt reſemblance of rea/o» more 
than before, I ſhall afreſh conſider it, but not tilt then. What next fol- 
lows concernins reſolving Faith into prime Apoſtolical Tradition infallibly; 
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without the T»fallibility of the preſent Church, hath been already prevented 
by telling you, that his Lordſhip doth not ſay, That the z/a//2t: Rejolnti- 
en of Faith is into that Apoſtolical Tradition, but into. the Doctrine which is con. 
P;g. 84- weved inthe Books of Seripture from the Apoſtles times down to us, by an raqune [H1- 
oaable Tradition. Your (tale Objection, That thea we ſhould want Divine 
Certainty, hath been over and over anſwered; and fo hath your next Vara- 
graph, 7 hat if the Church be not infallible, we cannot be infall:bly certain, that 
ycripriere is Gods Word : and fo the remainder concerning Caomecal Boks. 
It is an eaſie matter to write great Books after that rate, ro ſwell up your 
diſcourſes with needleſs repetitions ; bur it is the miſery that attends a bad 
eſe, and a bad ſfomach,to have unconcotted things brought up 10 often, till 
We xaiyſeate them. = BY | 

&. 9. Your nextoffer is at the /izaication of the noted place of S. 4:ſtin, 1 
would not believe the Goſpel, &c. which (you lay) cannot rationally be undcy- 
ſtood of, Novices, Weaklings, and Doubters in the Faith. Thus being then the 
place at every turn objeQted by you, and having before reſerved the diſcuſſi- 
on of it to this place, I ſhall here particularly and throughly conlider the 

meaning of it. In order to which, three things mult be enquired into. 

i. What the Controverſie was which S. Auſtin was there diſcuſſing of ? 

2. What that Church was which S. Auſtin was moved by the Authority of ? 

2. Inmwhat way and manner that Churches Authority did perſwade him ? 

1. Nothing ſeems more neceſſary for under{tanding the meaning of this 
place, thana true /tate of the Coxrroverſic, which S. Auſtiz was dilputing of; 
and yet nothing leis ſpoke to on either ſide, than this hath been. We are 
therefore to conſider, that when Mares or Manichenus began to appear in the 
world, to broach that ſtrange and abſurd DoQrine of his in the Chriſtian 
world, which he had received from Terebinthus or Buddas, as he from Scy- 

2)ijh, ber.  thiapus ( Who, if we believe Epiphanius, went to Jeruſalem in the Apoſtles 
os times, to enquire into the Dottrine of Chriſtianity, and diſpute with the . 
Chriſtians about his Opinions) but eaſily foreſceing what little entertain- 

ment ſo ſtrange a complexion of abſurdities would find in the Chriftian 

world, as long as the writings of the Apoſtles and Evangeliſts were received 
everywhere with that eſteem and veneration : Two wayes he, or his ;vore 

cunning Diſciples, bethought themſelves of, whereby to leſſen the authort- 

ty of thoſe writings, and ſo make way for the Doctrine of X1az:ch.ens. One 

was to diſparage the Credulity of Chriſtians, becaule the Catholick Church in- 

ſiſted ſo much on the neceſſity of Faith, whereas they pretended they would 

deſire men to believe nothing but what they gave them ſufficient reaſon for. 

But all this while, fince the Chriftiazs thought they had evident reaſon for 

believing the Scriptures, and conſequently none to bclieve the Doctrine 

which did oppole them ; therefore they found it neceſſary ro go further, 

and to charge thoſe Copies of Scripture with fallifications and corruptions, 

Which were generally received among Chri/t;as. Burt theſe are fully deli 

vered by S. Auſtin in his Book de xtilitate credend;, as will appear to any one 

who looks intoit ; but the latter is that which I aim at ; this he therefore 
ls © bro 4-2 taxeth them for, That with a great deal of impudezice, or, 
el ut mitich loquer, inc wy rh, toſpeak mildly, with much weakneſs, they charged the Ser.- 
Lins, quem Scriptures 46vinas eſſe corruptas, feures to be corrupted ; and yet could aot at fo ſmall a d:- 
- _ 90 Hao kg —_— e iy ; ſtance of time prove any -corrups 104 by any Copte's which were 
Auguſt, deUrilir, cred, c. 3. extant, For, ſaith he, if they ſhould ſay, 1 hey would not 
| embrace their writings, becauſe they were writtex by ſuch 

who were not careful of writing Truth, their evaſion would be more ſhy, and 
their errour more pardonable. But thus, it ſeems, they did by the 1s of 
the Apoſtles, utterly denying them to contain matter of Truth in them ; and 
the reaſon was very obvious for it, becauſe that Book gives ſo clear an ac- 
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both before and aſter, S. .1«/f/4 mentions 1t as their 
common ſpeech, 1 ht before the time? of Manich us, there 
had been corrupters of the ſacred Books, who had mixed ſeve- 
ral thines 0” therr own with what was written by the Apo- 

l/s. And this they laid upon the Jadaizing Chriſtians, 
becauſe their great p/9:e was againlt the O/d 1eſtamenr, 
and probably ſome further reaſon might be from the Va- 
zaren? Goſpel, wherein many things were 1nferted by 
{ich as did Jud :/2e. The fame thing S. Aria chargeth 
them with, when he gives an account of their Herelie, 
And this likewiſe appears by the manage vent of the 
diſpute between S. 1»ſtiz and Fauſt, who was much 
the ſubtileſt man among them. Faultus ackmowledaed 
no more to be Goſpel, than what contained the Doctrine de- 
livired by 0.17 Seviour, and therefore dewied the Uenealopies 
to be any part of the Goſpel ; and afterwards diſputes 
againlt them, both in S. azrher, and S. Lube. Andat- 
ter this S. .4»{t1z2 notes 1t .zs ther rfual cuftomer, when they 
con!d not avoid a left imony of Scripture, to deayit. Thus 
we ſec, what kind of perſons theſe were, and what their 
pretcnces were which S. Auſ//z diſputes againlt, They 
embraced ſo much of Scripture, as pleaſed them, and 10 more. 
To this therefore S. A»/tix returns thele very ſubſtantial 
Anſwers, That if ſuch proceedings might be admitted, the 
Divine Authority of any Books could ſignifie nething at af 


for the convincing of errours. That it was wnch more 
reaſonable, either 


count of the ſending the S274 upon the Apoſtles, which the Meimnich-es 
retended was to be only accompliſhed in the perſon of 1Mnichers, 


And 


Liam milta ſylzant dicere immixta ef? 
ferpturis Aiviny, a neſcio qui: u5 comupte- 
T1013 Ueritat it, 

Loiunt enim nel: 39 quas corruptores aivings 
rum (oror.m aiite &:fins Manichei tempor a 
friſſe, 1d. 1). 

Corruptfe autem ilios, qui Judeornin lege 
EU ngelto Mere cuNtoaut. 


I)fru'q; Novi Tejtam:nti Scripturas tanqnans 
iyfalſatas it1 legunt, ut quod Vo(kerint inde 
arcaptant, quod nuant reptctant. Aug, ha- 
rel. 46. 

wangeiiim quidem a prediratione Chriſti 
eX eſſe cunt & nminari ; at vers Genea- 
logia adey nm t(6 Evangelium, ut nec ipſe 
E125 foraptor auſus fuerit eam Evangelinm 
nyminzre Faultus apud Avugutt. c. Fau- 
ſtum. )]. 2, 1nic, 1. 3. ivr. 1. 5. init. 
ubi fic mantſe[td viritate iſti prefocantur ut 
0»/eg/t de lucidns verbs Santi arium Scriptue 
V1 GH ,extrum 1 aus ſallatie ſux reperive non 
P?ſſuxt 3, 14 teſtimmium, quad prolatum eſt, 
faijum tfſe rejpondent, c. Fauſtum. 1. 11. 
C. 2» 


Que autoritas literarum aperiri, quis ſacey 
liver evalu, quoi docamentum cufuſlibet 
Scripture ad conincendos errores exert pos 
teſt, ſi hec vox admittitur, ft alicujus pondt- 
rs eſtimatin ? 1d. ib. 


with the Pagans, to deny the whole Bible, or with the Jews, to 


deny the New Teſtament, than thus to acknowledge in general the Books Divine, 
and to quarrel with ſuch particular paſſages as pinched them moſt , that if there 
were any ſuſpicion of corruption, they onoht to produce more true Copies, and more 
ancient Books than theirs, or «te be jrd2ed by the Original Langnages, with many 
other thiaos to the ſame purpoſe. To apply this now to the preſent place in 
difpute, S. Ar/f:2 in that Book againſt the Ep://cof Manichens, begins with 
the Preface to it, which is made in imitation of the Apoſtles ſtrain, and be- 
gins thus, Manich.ews Apoſtolus Teſt: Chriſt, providentia Dei Patris, exc. To 
this S. Au/tiz faith, he believes wo ſuch thing, as that Manicheus was 27 Apoſtle 
of Teſns Chriſt, and hopes they will not be angry with him for it ; for he had 
tearned of then not to believe withort reaſoz, And therefore deſires them to 


prove it: 1t may be (faith he) ome of you may read me 
the Goſpel, and themce perſmade me to believe its» But, 
what if you ſhould meet with one, who, when you read the 
Goſpel, ſhould ſay to you, 1 do not believe it ? But, I ſhould 
not believe the Goſpel, if the Anthority of the Church ard not 
move me + Whom therefore T obey in ſayin, Believe the 
Goſpel, (hould I not obey in [ayins, Believe not Manichxus ? 


S: ergo enuenives aliquem, qus Frangelio 
nm 'um credzt, quid faceres diventi tibi, 
Non credn ? Fen very Evangelio non crede- 
rew, ni{1 me Catholice ecclefie commoveret 
autlorit.rs. Diibus ergo ovtemperaue dicen- 
tibus, Creaite Eyangelio, Cur £1x non obtem- 
perem direntibus mibi, Nolt credere Mans - 
chro 2 c. Ep. Fundam. c. 5. 


The Queſtion, we fee, is concerning the proving the Apoſteſhip of Ma- 
nichens, which cannot init ſelf be proved, but from ſome Records, which 
muſt ſpecific ſuch an Apoſ?/eſhip of his; and to any one who ſhould que- 
ſtion the anthenticalaſs of thoſe Records, ir can only be proved by the tetti- 
mony and conſent of the Catholick Church, wirhout which S. 4/7: pro- 
teiſcth, he ſhould never have believed the Goſpel, 1. e., that theſe were the 
only true and nndoubted Records, which are left ns of the Dofrine and ations 
of Chriſt, And hg had very good reaſon to ſay fo; for otherwiſe the as- 
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thority of thoſe Books ſnould be queſtioned every time any one, ſuch as Aa- 
a:che1s, ſhould pretend himſelf an Apoſtle : which Controverlies there can 
be no other way of deciding, but by the Te/#:20xy of the Church, which 
hath received and e 1:braced theſe Copres from the time of their firſt p..blijh- 
ing. Andthat this was S. A»/#/s meaning, will appear by ſeveral parallel 
places in his 4d:þues againlt the Marnichees. For in the ſame chapter, ſpeak. 
ing: concerning the Acts of the Apoſtles, Which Book 
( faith he ) I muſt believe, as well as the G oſpel, becauſe the 
ſame Catholick Authority commenas both : j,e. The ſame 
1 eftimony of the Univerſal Church, which delivers the 
Goſpel as the authentick writings of the Evangeliſts, doth likewiſe deliver the 
Acts of the Apoſtles for an anthentick writing of one of the ſame Evameliſts : 
So thit there can be no reaſon to believe the one, and not the other. So 
when he diſputes 2gainft Fauſtus, who denied the truth of ſome things in 
St. Pas/s Epiſtles ; te bids him ſhew a rruer Copy than that the Catholick 
Church received, which Copy if he ſhould produce, he deſires to know how 
he would prove it to be 7.er to one that ſhould deny it. What would you do ? 
(faith he) hither would you turn your [elf ? What Orivinal 
of your Book could you ſhew ? What Antiquity, what 1 ejtamo- 


— 


Cui libro nereſſe eſt me credere, fi cr840 F- 
wdnge!zo; qunitam utramq, Scripturam fi- 
militer Mis Catuocicd commendat aut hari 
fats Ib» 


Duid ages? quite convertes ? quam libri 
a te prolati originem, quam wetuſtatem, 


quam ſeriem ſucceſionss teſtem citabus ? A Þ., 
c. Fauſtum, I. 11. C. 2. 

Et vides in hac ve quid Eccleſie Catholice 
waleat anthorit.es, que ab ipſis fundatijJemss 
ſedibus Apoſtolorum uſq; ad hodiernum diem 
ſuccedentiam ſibimet Epiſcororum ſerie, & 
Fob popmorum conſtnſtone firmature Id. 1b. 


1t1 fi de fide exemplarium queſtio virteretur 
ficut in nonnu'in, que & pauce ſunt, & Sa- 
crarum Littrarum ſtudioſis notiſſume ſtnten- 
tiarum varietates, vel ex aliarum Regionum 
codicibus, wide pſa Dofirina commeauit, 
noſtra dubitatio dijndicarttur : wel, ſi ibs 
quoque codices variarent, p!1nzs panciort- 
bus, aut vetuſtiores recentioribus praſerren- 
tur: &> ſg ads: incerta varittas, prece- 
dens lingua unde iRud interpretatum ft con- 
ſuleretar. 1d. 1Þ. 


zy of a ſucceſſion of perſons from the time of the writing of it * 
But on the contrary, H/ hat huge advantage the Catholicks 
have, who, by a conſtant ſucceſſion of Biſhops in the Apoſtolical 
Sees, and by the conſent of ſo many people, have the Authority 
of the Church confirmed to them for the clearing the validity 
of its Teſtimony concerning the Records of Scripture. And 
afterlayes down Rules for the 7rying of Copies, where 
there appears any difference between them, viz. by com- 
paring them with the Copies of other Countries, from whence 
the Dottrine originally came ; and if thoſe Copies wary too, the 
more Copies ſhould be preferred before the fewer, the ancien- 
ter before the latter : If yet any uncertainty remains, the 
original Languaze muſt be conſulted. This is, in caſe a 
Queſtion ariſeth among the acknowledged authentical 
Copies of the Catholick Church, (in which caſe we ſee, 
he never ſends men to the z2f2/lible Teſtimony of the 


Church, tor certainty as to the 7ruth of the Copies) but if the Queſtion 
be, Whether any writize it ſelf be authentical or no, then it ſtands to 
the greateſt or ty that the Teſtimony of the Catholick Church ſhould 
be relyed on, which, by reaſon of its /arge ſpread, and continual Srcceffron 
fromthe very time of thoſe wtizgs, cannot but give the moſt indubicable 
Teſtimony concerning the authenticalneſs of the writings of the Apoſtles 
and Evangeliſts, And were it not for this Teſtimony, S. 4«/tin might 
juitly ſay, He ſhould not believe the Geſpel, i. e. Suppoſe thoſe writings 
which contain the Goſpe/ inthem ( for it is plain he ſpeaks of chem, and not 
the Dodrize abſtrattly conſidered ) ſhould have wanted that conſent of 
the Catholick Church, - the it had not been delivered down by a conſtant 
ſucceſſion of all Ages from the Apoſtles, and were not received among rhe 
Chriſtian Churches, but ſtarted out from a few perſons who differ from all 
_ Churches, as this 4poſtlſhip of Manichens did ; he might juſtly 
queſtion the Tz«th of them. And thisI take to be the trueft and molt natu- 
ral account of theſeſo much controverted words of S. Auſtin; by which 
ſenſe the other two Queſtions are eaſily anſwered : for it is plain, S. Auſtin 
means not the judgement of the preſtut Church, but of the Carholich Church, 
in the moſt comprehenſive ſenſe, as taking in all aces and places, or in Vin- 
centins his words, Succeſſion, Univerſality, and Conſecat ; and it further ap- 

pears, 
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pears, that rhe influence which this Authority hath, is ſufficient to induce 
Afſent to the thing atteſted 1n all perſons who eonlider it, in what age, ca- 
acity, or condition loever. And theretore, it in this ſenſe you cxtend it 
beyond Nowices and Weaklings, I ſhall not oppoſe you 1a it.; bur ic can- 
not be denied, that it 1s intended chiefly for doubters in the Faith, becaule 
the deſign of it is to give men farisfaction as to the reaſoz why they ought 
to believe. But neither you, nor any of thoſe you call Catholick Authors, 
will ever be able to prove, that S. Auſtiz by thele words ever dreamt of 
any infallible Authority in the preſent Church, as might be abundantly proved 
from the Chapter fo:egoing, where he gives an account of his being in 
the Catholick Church, trom the Conſens of People 1and Nations, from that 
Authority which was begun by miracles, nouriſhed by hope, increaſed by tharity, 
confirmed by continuance, which certainly are nor the expreſſions of one 
who reſolved his Faith into the izfallible 1 eftimony of the preſent Church. 
And the whole ſcopeand defign of his Book de utilitate credend;i, doth eyi- 
dently refute any ſuch apprehenſion, as might be eaſily manifeſted, were 
it not too large a ſubjeQ tor this place, where we only examine the wean- 
ing of S. Au/tinin another Book. The ſubſtance of which is, that That 
ſpeech of his doth not contain a reſo/ution of his Faith, as to the Drvinity 
of Chriſts Dottrine ; but the reſolution of it, as to the 771th and authents- 
calneſ5 of the writings of the Apoſtles and Evangeliſts, which we acknow- 
ledge tobe into the Teltimony of the Carholick Church, in the moſt large 
and comprehenſive ſenſe. : | 
The next thing we come to conſider, is, an Abſurdity you charge on his 
Loraſhip, viz. That if the infallible Authority of the Church be not admitted in 
the Refolaion he muſt have recourſe to the private Spirit, which ( you ſay) 
though he would ſeem to exclude from the ſtate of the Queſtion, yet he falls into 
it under the ſpecious title of Grace ; ſo that he only changeth the words, but admits 
the ſame thing, for which you cite p. 83, 84. That therein his Lordſhip ſhould 
averr, that where others uſcd to ſay, They were infallibly reſolved that Scripture 
was Gods Wora, by the Teſtimony of the Spirit within them, that he hath the ſame 
aſſurance by Grace. Whether you be not herein guilty of abuſing his Lord- 
ſhip by a plain perverting of his meaning, will be beſt ſeen by producing his 
words. A man (laith he) is probably led by the Authority of the preſent Church, 
as by the firſt informing, inducing, erſwading means, to believe the Scripture to 
be the Word of God : But, when he hath ſtudied, conſidered; and compared. this 
Word with it ſelf, and with other writings, with the help of ordinary Grace, and 
a mind morally induced, and reaſonably perſwaded by the Voice of the Church, the 
Scripture then gives greater and higher reaſons of Credibility to it ſelf, than Tra. 
dition alone couldgrve. Ayd then he that believes, reſolves his laſt and full af- 
ſent, that Scripture is of Divine Authority, into internal arguments found in the 
letter it ſelf, though found by the help and direction of Tradition without, and 
Grace within, Had you not a great mind to calumniate, who could pick 
out of theſe words, 7 hat the Biſhop reſolved his Faith into Grace ? Can any 


_ thing be more plain, than the contrary is from them, when im the moſt per- 


{picuous terms he ſays, that the laſt Reſolution of Faith is into internal argu- 
m-nts, and only ſuppoſeth Tradition and Grace as neceſſary helps for rhe finding 
them ? Might you not then as well have faid, That his Lordſhip, notwith- 
ſtanding his zeal againſt the Infallibilrty of 1 radition, is fain to reſolve his 
Faith into it at laſt, as well as ſay, that he doth it 7zto Grace ; for he joyns 
theſe two together ? Bur, Is it not poſſible to afſert the Uſe and Nereffiry of 
Grace, in order to Fazth, but the laſt Reſolution of it mult be into it ? Do not 
all your D-vixes, as well as ours, ſuppoſe and provethe Neceſſity of Grace, ut 
order to believing ; and, Are they not equally guilty of having recourſe to 
the private Spirit ? Do you really think your ſelf, that there is any thing of 

Divine 
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Divine Grace in Faith or no? If there be, free your Sell then from the pr; 
ate Spirit, and you do his Lordſhip. For ſhame then forbear ſuch pitiful 
caluimnies; which, if they haveany truth in tiiem, You are as much con- 
cernedas Your adverſary init. You would next perſwade us, 7 ht the Re- 
lator never comes near the main difficulty, which (lay you) #s, if the Church be 
ſuppoſed fallible in the Tradition of Scripture, how it ſhall be certainly kuonn, whe- 
thr de taRto, (he now errs mvt in her delivery of it ? It this be your grand dif- 
ficulty, it is ſufficiently aſſoiled already, having largely anſwered this Que- 
ſtion iz terminis, inthe preceding Chapter. 7 
You ask further, W/hat they are to dowho are wareſolved which is the true 
Chrch ; as though it were neceſſary for men to know which is the 2rge 
Church, before they can believe the Scriptures to be the Word of God ? Bur 
when we aſſert the :radition of the Church to be weceſſary ſor believing the 
Scriptures, we do not thereby underſtand the particular '/radition of any 
particular Church whole judgement they muſt rely on, but the Univerſal 1 ra- 
ditioa of all Chriſt;ans,though this mult be fir{t made known in ſome particu- 
lar Society, by the means of ſome particular perſons, though their authority 
doth not oblige us to believe, but only are the means whereby men come ac- 
quainted with that Univerſal Tradition. And therefore your following dif- 
courle concerning the knowing the true Church by its motives 1s ſuperſeded ; for we 
mean no other church than rhe Community of Chriſtians inthis Controverſie ; 
and, if you ask me, By what motrves I come to be certain which is a Community 
of Chriſtians, and which of Mahumetans, and how one ſhould be known from anc- 
ther, I can ſoon reſolve you ; But weare ſo far from making it neceſſary to 
know which particular ſociety of Chriſtians 11 oppoſition to others, is the true 
Church for reſolving this queſtion, that we look ont as a great argument 
of the Credibility as wellas Univerſality of this Tradition, that all theſe dif- 
fering Societies conſent in it. And not only they, but the greateſt oppoſers 
of Chriſtianity, Jews, or Philoſophers, could never ſee any reaſon to call in 
queſtion ſuch a Tradzzon. =. | 
His Lordſhip the better to repreſent the »ſe of Tradition 1n the laſt re- 
ſolution of Faith makes «ſe of this illuſtration, That as the knowledge of 
Grammer and Logick is neceſſary in order to the making a Demonſtration, yet 
the knowledae of the Concluſion is not reſolved into Grammar or Looick, but 
into the immediate prixciples out of which it is deduced : So a mans firſt pre- 
paratrve to Faith is the Churches Tradition, but his full and laſt aſſent u re- 
folved into the internal arguments of Scripture. This you quarrel with, 
and tell us, 7 here is not the ſame Analogy between Logick and Church-T radi- 
t102 , Your meaning, I ſuppoſe IS, becaule Logick doth Phyſically by inlarg- 
ing the underitanding fit men for demonſtrations, but Church-l radition 
cannot enable men to underſtand the Scripture. But cannot you eaſily 
diſcern that Azaliogy which his Lordſhip brought this illuſtration for, 
which 1s, that ſome things may be necellary preparatives for knowledge, 
which that kzowledze is not reſolved into. Is not this plain in Logzc, 
and 1s itnot as plain between Tradition and Scriptiire ? For though Tra- 
dition doth not open our eyes to ſee this light, yer 1t prefents the obje&t to 
us to be ſeen, and that in an unqueſtionable manner. But for all this, ſay 
YOu, a manmiſt either receive it on the ſole authority of Church-Tradition, or 
be as much 1 the dark as ever. Why 1o? Is there any repugnancy in the 
thing, that Scripture ſhould be received firſt upon the account of Traditi- 
on, and yet efterwards men reſolve their Faith into the Scriprure it ſelf? 
May not a man very probably believe that a D:amozd is {cnt him froma 
Friend upon the teſtimony of the Meſſezcer who brings it, and yet be 
firmly perſwaded of it, by diſcerning the Spark/izgs of it ? Bur, ſay you 
turther, The Scriptures themſelves appear 0 more tobe the Word of God, than 
the 
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the Stars to be of a certain arterminate number, or the diſtinftion of colours to « 
blind man. It this approach not to the higheſt blaſphemy again{t the Sc:/- 
zur, I know not what doth, He that ſhall compare this faying of yours; 
with that in the precedenr Chapter, '/ hat if Chriſt had not left the Chrreh 
Infallible, he might be accounted an I,poſtor and Decciy, may caltly gels 
how much of Re//g/0z you believe in your heart, when on fo ſmall cccaſi- 
ons you do fo openly dilparage both Chriſ# and the Scriptures. Tt is well 
'&t, your Chzrches Infallibility can ſtand on no better rerms than theſe are, 
which will be ſuthcient to keep any who have any true ſenſe of the 7rarh 
and excell-ncy of Chriſtand the Scriptures from hearkening to ir. But are : 
you in good carneſt when you ſay, that Scriptures themſelves appear no more 
tobe the 10rd of God, thin the diſtinttion of colours to ablind man, Which is as 
muchas nothing at all ? Is there -othizg at all in the excellexcy of the Do- 
rine and Precepts contained in the Scriptures, xothing 1n thoſe clear diſcove- 
ries of God and our ſelves, nothing 1n all thoſe rraxſations between God and 
men, xothing in that Covenant of Redemption between God and 12x through 
Chriſt, nothing in the clear accompliſhment and fulfilling of Prophecies, 0:hing 
in that admirable rain and fty/e which 1s 1n the writings, zothins in that 
harmonious coxſczt which is diſcovered in writers of ſeveral ages, intereſts, 
places, and conditions, zothing in that admirable efficacy which the Doctrine 
of it hath upon the ſouls of men to perſwade them to renounce ſin, the 
world, and themſelves for the fake of it; is there 20:h;»g more (I ſay) in 
all theſe, which makes the Scripture appear to be the Word of God, than the 
diſtinition of colours to a blizd man? Could you aſloon think to account the 
frars as diſcern any thing of Divizity from theſe things in the Scriptures ? 
If your eyes were as blind as your «rnderſtanding, could you afſoon diſtin- 
guih white from black, as the Scripture from the Alcoran, if they were both 
preſented to you to read, and judge of them according to theevidence you 
found in them ? Is it poſſible a man that owns himſelt a Chri/t;a», ſhould 
utter ſuch opprobrious language of the Scripture? You had been before 
Ipeaking what honour® you grove. to the Scripture, notwithſtanding you pre- 
end your Church Infall;ble, and T had mentioned ſome of thoſe paſſages 
which occurr in your writers in diſparagement of them : but I muſt needs 
ſay they all fall ſhort of this. ; the Noſe of Wax, the Inky Divinity, the 
Lesbian rule, are Courtlike expreſſions to this of yours ; for this puts no diffe- 
rence in the world between the Scriptzre and the Alcoran, if your Chnrch 
ſhould propound the one as well as the other. For you could not poſſibly 
ſay worſe of the Alcoras, than that of it ſelf it appeared no more to be the 
Word of God, than diſtinition of colours to a blind man, T might here ſend 
you to be chaſtiſed for this inſolent A4the:tical expreſſion to the Primitive 
Fathers, who ſpeak ſo much in admiration of the excellexcy of Scriptures, 
who did vindicate them from all aſſaults of the Heath: Philoſophers. 1 
might ſend you to thoſe of your own party, who if they have any love or 
tenderneſs for Chriſtian Religiox will not ſuffer ſuch "affign to paſs with- 

, Ourthe moſt ſevere rebukes : I might ſufficiently prove the contrary from 
the arguments uſed againſt Atheiſts by Bellaryrne and others ; but I ſhall | 
content my ſelf with that noble and Chriftian confeſſion of your Gregory £17 muta ſat 
d Valenti, from whom you might learn more piety and modeſty towards {#77 6... 
the Sacred Scriptures. T here being many things in the Dottrin: of Chriſtianity ftieni que 


, 4 pens | CO 
it ſelf, which of themſelves may conciliate belief and authority, yet that ſeems oh mn f : # 

autoritatem 
eonciliave poſſint, tamen mibi maximum zllud efſe videtur, (ut a Climent, Alex. & 4 Laftant. & ab alii eſt ob'ervatum) 
quod ſua niſin qui admirabils vi, divind provſus hominum animos afficit, atque ad virtutem impellit. Eft ſerigta verbs 
ſimplicibus, & caret ſere artificio orations & ornaments z nibilomins ita vehementer leftorss wentem rommovet, ut nulla alia 
dnfring. Lu0d argumento eſt, iUlis autoritatem omnino Divinan efſe, & non huwanam 3 bac enim {ne verborum arte,” 
O oration's quaſi lenociniis, ad efficienaumn animnrum motun non valet. Greg. de Valentia, Analyf. fide. 1. 1.c. 25. 
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the greateſt to me ( as hath been obſ-rved by Clement of Alexandria, I aitanti- 
ws an1 others) that I know not with what admirable force, bat mojt divine, it 
«Fffs the hearts of men, and ſtirs them up to vertne. It 1s written with great 


/ 


{implicity, and withfur almoſt any artifice or ornament of ſpeech ; which 3s an 


aroument that its authority is not humane but Druize, for no humane Writing 
hath any power on the minds of men without a great deal of art and eloquence, 
How many things are there in this ingenuous and pious confeſſion of 
this learned Je/#rte, which might, if you have any ſhame left, make you 
ſenſible of the Blaſphemy of your tormer expreſſion ? For, 1. He faith, 
there are many things in the dottrine of Chriſtianity which for themſelves 
may conciliate our belief, and'maniteſt their aurhority : If for themſelves, 
then certainly the Scriptures of” themſelves have a great dealt more evi- 
dence, that they are the Word of God, than the diſtinition of colours to a 
Hind ma. 2, That the peculiar frainand genius of Scripture argues ſome- 
thing Diviar in it, becaule, notwithſtanding its ſimplicity it hath ſo great 
power and _—_ on the minds of men ; tar beyond any humane art or 
Rhetorick. 3. That this may be diſcerned inthe very Books of Scripture 
without the ſuppoſition of the authority of any Church; tor he mentions 
the DoQrine meerly as written, and what may be found by the reading of 
it. Gothen, and learn ſome piety and _—_— { where it is fo ſeldome 
to be learned) from a Jeſuite, and think not that we ſhall ever have the 
meatier thoughts of the Scripture for ſuch bold expreſſions : but, we can 
ealily ſee, that the Infalibility of rhe Church, and the Honour of Scripture 
cannot poſſibly ſtand together. | 

Your ſubſequent diſcourſe conſiſts of ſome rare pieces of ſubtilry, which 
may be reſolved into theſe conſequences : It your Church of Rome hth er- 
red as to the number of Canontcal Books, then the Catholick Church, ever fence 
Chriſts time, hath erred ; it the Church may erre, then we cannot be certain 
but ſhe hath erred ; if we can have no infallible certainty, then we can have 
none at all ; Theſe conſequences your diſcourſe ro n. 5. may be relolved 
into ; and make good evera one of them, I will fay you have proved ſome- 
thing ; which is more than you have done yet. 

N. 5. You objectagaint his Lordſhip, That he requires ſo many things 
in order to the reſolution of Faith, that he makes none capable of it, but men 
of extraordinary parts and learning. To which I anſwer, that his Lord- 
ſhip is not undertaking to give an account of the Fazth of rude or illirerate 
perſons, but ſuch a one as may ſatisfhe men of parts and learning, z. e. heen- 
deavoured to lay down the true rational account of it, and not to enquire 
how far God obligeth every man that comes to Heaven, to a cr:tical Reſo- 


- lution of .his Faith, And therefore for the generality of ſuch perſons who 


heartily believe the Truth of Scriptures, but are not able to give a clear 
and farisfaQtory account of it to others ; I anſwer, as S. A«/#iz did inthe 
jame caſe, Ceteram quippe turbam non intelligendi vivacitas, ſed credend! 
ſimplicitas tutiſſimam facit : That God requires not from the common fort 


of believers, the /ubri/ty of Speculation, but the ſimplicity of” Farth ; which 


may be very firm even in them from the reading of Scriptures, and hear- 
ing the Dorize of it plainly delivered to them, rhough they are not a! le 
ro give ſuch accounts of their Faith, which may be faristaQtory ro any bat 
themiclves. So we ſay, That the way zs /o plain, that mean capacities may 
»ot erre therein. But, I wonder at you, of all men, that you {hould charge 
our way with zztrcacy, who lead men into ſuch perplexities and difficul- 
ties, before my can-be ſatisfied that they ought to believe ; for to this 
end you make the z»fallible Teſtimony of the Church neceſſary; and, how mar 
ny inſuperable difficulties are there before one can be aſſured of rhat ? Firit, 
he mall know your Chyrchtobe the True Church, and rhis muſt be proved 


by 
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by a continual ſzcce/on of Pajfors in your Church, and by a conformity of 
your Doctrine with the Ancients ; and, Do you think theſe two are not 
very caſie introductions to Fazth, hke the taking Rowe in ones way, to go 
from Tort to Loanacn ; but, though a man ſhould puil down a Hoz/+ ro 
find a Kyy to open it, and after he had ſearched in all the rubbiſh of azr-- 
quity, find enough to per{wade him yours may be a Trae Church, yet he is 
as far from belicving asever, unleſs he finds a way through another 7rap- 
door for his F1zth, which is, that yours, though a particular Church, is yer 
the only Catholick Church, 7. ec. that the firlt roo he comes in, 1s 7zfall:bly 
the whole houſe, and therefore he never needs look further. But, ſuppo- 
ſing this, yet it he doth not believe-this Church to be 7xfallible 1n 2/1 it ſays, 
he had as goo never come into it ; andtherefore he mult believe ſtrenu- 
ouſly, That whatever it ſays, is 1#:/all6y 1 rue, which being 1o hard a task 
(as for a man that ſees a houſe half down betore his eyes, to believe it can 
never fall) it had need have ſome good 4:t1reſſes to ſupport 1t, anda lait 
finds nothing but ſome feeble Morzves of Credibility, which lignifie no- 
thing as to the Church, but might have been ſtrong enough, if ſet in the 
right place, -:2. not to ſupport the Church, but to prove the truth of Chri- 
ſtan DoArine. Theſe, and many other 7ztrizzes, which I have former- 
ly diſcovered, do unavoidably attend the reſolution of your F2ith, among 
all perſons who profeſs to believe on the account of your Churches Iafalli- 
bility. 

What follows next concerning Grace, 15 already anſwered : What cer- 
tainty we have that Scripture 15 of Divize Revelation, and crane 
what obligation Iyes upon men to believe it, are things largely dil- 
courſed on in the beginning of this Chapter ; and I ſhall ſuppoſe ſaliciel 
ly cleared, till you ſhew me reaſon to the contrary : By which it will ap- 
pear (contrary to what follows n. 6. ) that we have the h:gheft reaſons or 
motives of Credibility, to aſlent to the Trath, and Divine Authority of the 
SCrIptures. 

But you proceed to an attempt of ſomething new ; which 1s, ina long . 12: 
harangue to diſprove his Lordſhips Opinion of ze/o/2iz2 Faith into that 
| Diviae Licht which appears in Scripture. This you infiſt on from n. 6. to 
8. 8. the ſubſtance of all which diſcourſe, I ſuppole, may be reduced to 
theſe three things. 1. That though the Scripture be called a Light, yet that is to 
be underſtood only of thoſe who own its authority. 2. That the Scripture cannot 
fhew it ſelf to be an Infallible Light.” 3. That if there were ſuch Light in Scrt- 
pture, all others world ſee it as well as he, Before T come to a particular 
handling of cach of theſc, it will be neceſlary to conſider, What it is which 
his Lordſhip means by this Divine Li2ht in Scriptare ; for, there is nothing 
cauſeth more confuſion in the diſcourſes and apprehenſions of men, than 
the applying Metaphors taken from the ſenſe ro the as of the Under/?and- 
mg: For, by this means, we are apt to judge of our intellectual acts in 
a way wholly ſuitable to thole of /ez/e. We are not therctore to conceive, 
there can be any thing in Divine Truths, which lo immediately doth dil- 
cover it ſelf to the mind, as /izht doth to the eze. But that only which 
bears proportion to the /joht in the mind, is reaſe ; for mens minds being 
diſcurſive, and not intuitive, they do not behold the truth of things by 
immediate /atnition, but by ſuch reaſon and irgaments as do induce and 
perſwade to aſſent. We are not therefore to imagine any ſuch Light in 
Scripture, that doth as immediately work upon the underitanding, as the 
Lizht of the $:z2 doth on the organs of ſight ; and therefore that common 
Ipeech, that Lieht doth arſcover it [e!f as well as other thines, is inthis ſenſe 
improperly applicd to the Underſtanding ; for, whatever is diſcovered to 
the mind in a d:/curſive mamer, as all Objetts of Faith are, muſt have ſome 
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antecedent ev/dence to it ſelf, which muſt be the ground of the a&t ct af. 
ſent. That therefore which 1s called the Dzvine Light of Scripture, is, I 
{u pole that ratiozal evidence which 1s contained in the Books of SCrIpturc, 
whereby any reaſonable man may be perſwaded that theſe; Þuots are of 
Divine Authority. Now that herein I ſay nothing beyond or beſides his 
Lordſhips meaning and intention, will appear by his own diſcourſe on this 
ſubjeA. For, x. His Lordſhip defignedly ,diſproves that Opinion thar 
Scripture ſhould be fully and ſufficiently known as by Divine and Infallible { & 
/t:mony, lumine proprio, by the reſplendency of that Light which it hath in it 
ſelf only, and by the witneſs that it can ſo give to it ſelf, Becauſe, as there is 
210 place in Scripture that tells us ſuch Books containing ſuch and ſuch particu- 
lars, are the Canon and Infallible Will of God; fo, if there were any ſuch 
place, that could be no ſ"fficient proof, tor, a may may juſtly ask another Book 
to bear witneſs to that, and ſo in infinitum. Avain, this inbred Lizht of 
Scripture is 4 thing coincident with Scripture it ſelf, and fo the Principles and 
the Concluſion in this kind of proof ſhould be entirely the ſame, which cannot be. 
Beſides, if this inward Light were ſo clear, how could there have been any va- 
ricty among the anctent Believers, touching the authority of $. James, and 
S. Judes Epiſtes, and the Apocalypſe, &C. For certainly the Light which ts in 
the Scripture, was the ſame then which now it is. On theſe reaſons then, we 
ſee, his Lordſhip not only diſclaims, but diſproves fuch knowing the Scri- 
pture meerly by the Light within. Two things thenT hence inter, which 
will be very neceſſary to clear his Lordſhips meaning. 1. That he no 
where attributes ſuch an ;mward Liehe to Scripture, that by it ſelf it can dif: 
cover that theſe Books are from God. 2. That where his Lordſhip men- 
tions this Lizht moſt, he ſuppoſeth Tradition antecedent to it, as appears 
by his whole diſcourſe. From whence gather this to have been the plain- 
eſt account of his way of reſolving Faith, as I have already intimated, v:z. 
that the re/0/utioz of Faith may be conſidered two ways ; into the Books, 
and into the Dodtrine contained in them. The 7reſo/utioz into the Books, 
muſt, of neceſſity, ſuppole Tradition, and rely upon it; and this kind of 
reſolution of Faith, cannot be into any ſe!f-evidence, or internal Lioht : but, 
{ſuppoſing the Books owned on the account of Traditioz,, it the Queſtion be 
concerning the Divinity of the Dodtrixe, then he aſlerts, that the re/olution 
of this is into the Divize Light of Scripture, 7. e. into that rational evi- 
dence which we find of the Divinity of it, in theſe Books which are owned 
on the account of Tradition. 

And that this is his Lordſhips — appears 2. By his own Teſti- 
mony, who was beſt able to explain himſelf; tor, when he goes about ro 
confirm his Opinion by the Teſtimonies of the Fathers, he tells us, T hrs 
was the way which the ancient Church ever uſed, namely, Tradition, or Ficle- 
ſixſtical Authority firſt, and then all other areuments, but eſpecially internal, 
{rom the Scripture it ſelf. And, for this firſt, inſtanceth in S. Auguſtine, who 
(laith he) gzves four proofs all internal to the Scripture it ſelf, which are, 
Firſt, The Miracles. Secondly, That there ts nothing carnal in the Doftrine. 
Thirdly, Fulfilling of” Prophecies. Fonrthly, The efficacy of it for converſion of 
the world. All theſe we ſee he inſtanceth in, as internal arguments, and 
therefore make up that which he calls D:vize Light. Eo that all that he 
means by this Light of Scripture, 1s only that rational evidence of the Divi- 
ztty of the Dofrine, which may be diſcovered in it, or deduced from it. 

Having thus explained his Lordſhips meaning, it will be no matter of 
difficulty to return an Anſwer to the particulars by you alledged. 

1. You lay, That when Scripture is ſaid to be a Lioht by the Royal Pro- 
phet, it zs to be underſtood in this ſenſe, Becanſe, after we have once received it | 


from the infallible Authority of the Church, it teacheth what we are to do and 
| belicwe 
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kelieve. But, 1. Noth not the Scripture ſufficiently teach what we are to 
do and helicve, ſuppoling it not received on the intallible Authority of the 
Church? doth thar add any thing to the Light of Scripture ? Or, do you 
ſuppoſe the necefliry of intallibly belicving it on the Churches Authority, be- 
fore one Can dilcern whar it teacherh us to do and believe ? 

2. What ground have you, 1n the leaſt, to imagine, that David ever 
belicved the Scripture on the infallible authority of the Church: That he 
doth {uppoſe it to be Goss Word, when he laith, It is a Light ro bis feet, 1 
deny not; but that he ſhould ſuppole it to be ſo, becauſe the Ch rch did in- 
fallibly tell him it was fo, is a wolt ungrounded Afertion. Had he nor 
{ufficient evidence that the Lav was from God, by thoſe many unqueſtion- 
able and ſtupendous M-r.ces, which attended the delivery of it ? Was 
not the whole conſtitution and government of the Jewſh Nation, an im- 
pregnable argument that thoſe things were true, which were recorded in 
their Books ? Did ever the Jevijh Siwnhedrin, High Prieſt, or others, ar- F 
rogate to themſelves any infallible Teſtimony, in delivering the Books of 
Aſs to the pcople ? The moſt you can ſuppole of a ground of certain- 
ty among them, was from that Szcred Record of the-Book of the La; 
v hich was kept in the 4r+: And how could they know that was A4uther. 
tick, but from the ſame 7 radition, which conveyed the Miracles of Moſes 
to them? oo that nothing like any infallible Authority of a Church was 
looked on by them as necellary to believe the Law to have been from 
God. 3. Suppoling it from tradition unqueſtionable, that the Law was 
from God, ha incomparable direftions which were 1n it might be a great 
confirmation to Davia's Faith, that it was his Word. Which is that he 
intends, in theſe words, Thy Word is 4 light to wy feet, &c. tothew that ex- 
cellency and perſpicuity which was in his H/ord, that it gave him the beſt 
directions for ordering his converſation. And this is all which his Lord- 
ſhip means, that to thoſe, who, by the advantage of Tradition, have al- 
ready venerable thoughts of Sn__ ; the ſerious converling with it, doth 
highly advance them, and eſtabliſh their belief of it, as that Faith is there- 
by clinched which was driven inby education. And therefore, when he 
faith, Th Light d:ſcovers its ſelf as well as other things, he preſently aids, 
not till there hath been a preparing inſtruction what Light it is. 1 hs, (he faith) 
the Tradition of the Charch is the firſt woral motive to belief : But the belief 1t (yy. g,, 
ſelf, thit Scripture is the IVord of Goa, reſts upon Scripture , when a man 
finds it to anſiver and exceed that which the Church gave in Teſtimony; 
For this his Lordſhip cites 0riecz, who, though much nearer the prime 
Traarttion than we are, yet being to prove that the Scriptures were inſpi- 
red from God, he faith, De hoc aſ/iznabimus ex ipſis Seripturis Divinis, que ogg, ,-." 
Bos COmpetenter moverint, ec. We will mention thoſe things E124 of the ſa- &p, wrl.q Cf; 
ered Scriptures, which have perſvaded #s, &c. Tothis you anſwer, Though 
Origen prove hy the Scriptures themſelves, that tht y mere 17{pired from Gol ; 
jet doth he n+1/2x avow, that this could be proved out of th-m, unl-ſ they were 
recerved by the infallible Authority of the Church. Which Anſwer 1s very 
unreaſonable. For, 1. It might be juſtly expeCted that when his Lordſhip 
had produced an expreſs Teltimony to his purpoſe out of Origes, you 
ſhould have brought ſome other as clear for his believing Scr7prere on 
the Ch:rches Tafallibility, which you are lo far from, that you would put 
us to prove a Nezatve : But, if you will deal fairly, and as you ought to do, 
produce your Teſtimonies out of him, and the reſt of the Fathers concern- 
mg your Churches Infallibility. Till then, excuſe us if we take their expreſs 
words, and leave you to gather Infa!libility out of their latent meanings, 
2. What doth your Intallibility conduce to believing. Scriptures tor 
themſclves ?\ For, you fay, 7he Scriptures cannot be proved by themſelves FA 
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be Gods Word, unleſs they were received by the infallible Anthority of the 
Church ; it ſeems then, if they be ſo received, they may be proved by 
themſelves to be God's Word. Are thoſe proofs by 1hemſetwes luilicient for 
Faith or no ? If not, they are very {lender proots : it they be, what need 
your Churches Infallibility? Unlels you will ſuppoſe, no man can diſcern 
thoſe proots without your Churches Teftimony ; and then they are not 
proofs by themſelves, but from your Churches Infallibility ; which may 
ſerve for one acceſſion more to the heap of your Contradictions. His Lord- 
ſhip aflerting the /aft reſolution of Faith to be into {imply Divine Authori- 
ty, cites that ſpeech of Herr. 2 Gandavo, That in the Primitive Church, when 
the Apoſtles themſelves ſpake, they did believe principally for the ſake of God, 
and not the Apoſtles ; from whence he infers, If, where the Apoſtles themſelves 
ſpake, the laſt reſolution of Faith was into God, and not into theinſelves on 
their own acconnt ; much more ſhall it zow be :nto God, and not the preſent 
Church, and into the writings of the Apoſtles, than into the words of their ſuc- 
ceſſors made up into Tradition. Allthat you anſwer, ts, 7 hat this argument 
muſt be ſolved by the Biſhop, as well as you, becauſe he hath granted th: anthori- 
ty of the Apoſtles was Divine as well as you. Was there ever a more ſenſe- 
leſs Anſwer ! Doth Gardavo deny the Apoſtles arthority to have been D:- 
vine ? Nay, Doth he not imply iu, when he ſaith, Men did not believe 
for the Apoſtles ſakes, but for God's, who ſpake by them. As S. Pau laid, 
Ton received -our word, not as the word of men, but as it is indeed the Word of 
God, How the Biſhop ſhould be concerned to anſwer this, 1s beyond my kill 
to imagine. If Orzger ſpeaks to ſuch as believed the Scriptures to be the Word 
of God; 1o doth the Biſhop too, viz. on the account of Tradition and Edu- 
cation. If Origez endeavoured by thoſe proofs to confirm and ſettle 
their Faith, that is all the Biſhop aims ar, that a Faith taken up on the 
Churches Tradition, may be ſetled and contirmed by the internal argu- 
ments of Scripture. But, how you ſhould from this diſcourſe aflert, 7 hat 
the Authority of the Church muſt be infallible in del1verins the Scripture , 1s 
again beyond my reach, ncither can poſſibly think what ihould bear the 
face of Premiſes to ſuch a Concluſion. Unleſs it be, if Orizenatlert, '[ hat the 
Scriptures may be believed for themſelves, if Gandavo ſaith, 1 hat the reſolu- 
7108 of” Faith muſt be into God himſelf, then the Churches Authority mult be 
zafallible; but it appears already, that the premiſes are true, and what 
rhen remains but therefore, ec. which may indeed be lifted among your 
rare argumentations for I»falb:lity. 

2. 1 hat Scripture cannot manifeſt it ſelf” to be an infallible Light ; the proof 
of which is the deſign of your following diſcourſe. Wherein you tir{t quar- 
rel with the Biſhop for his arguing from the Scriptures beins a Lieht , for 
thence (you ſay) zt will only follow, that the Scripture manifeſts it ſelf" tobe 
a Lizht, which you grant, but that it ſhould manifeſt it felf to be an tnfallivle 
Light you deny; for (lay you) unleſs he conld ſhew that there are no other 
Lrehts, fave the Word of God, and ſuch as are infallible: he can never make 
good his conſequence. For in Seneca, Plutarch, Ariftotle, you read many 
Lights, and oe manifeſt themſelves to be Lights; but they do not therefore 
manifeſt themſelves to be infallible Lights. The ſubſtance of your argument 
lyes in this, 7he Scripture diſcovers the Being of God; ſo doth the 'l almid 
and Alcoran, as well as it ;, the Scripture delivers abundance of moral inſtri- 
etions, but theſe may be found in multitudes of other Books, both of Chriſtians, 
and Jews, and Heathens ; and as we do not thence infer, that theſe Books are 
znfallible, ſo weither can we that the Scriptures are. This is the utmoſt of 
ſenſe or reaſon, which I can extra&t out of your diſcourſe ; which reduced 
into Form, will come to this. If the Scriptures contain nothing in them, 


but what may be found in other Books that are not zzfallible , then the 
Scriptures 
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Scriptures cannot ſhew themſelves to be 7zf/;ble ; but the antecedent is 
true, and therefore the conſequent. I could wiſh you would have taken 
1 little more pains in proving that which muſt be your aſſumption, 7x. 
that Scripture contains nothing in it but what may be ſeex in Seneca, Plu- 
tarch, Ariſtotle, he Talmud, Alcoran, axd other Books of Jews and Hea- 
thens. Thele are rare things to aſſert among Chritians, without offering 
at any more proof of them than you do, which Iyes in this Sylogrſor. If 
Scripture contata ſome things which may be ſcen in theſe Books, then it con- 
tains zothing but what may be ſeen in theſe Books ; but the Scripture con- 
tains ſome things which may be ſeen in other Books, viz. the exiſtence of 
God, and moral inſtruitions ; therefore it contains nothing but what is in 
them. And, Doyou really think that you have now proved, that there 
15 nothing in Scripture that can ſhew it ſelf tro be 7zfallible, becauſe ſome 
things are common to other writings. Would you not take it very ill 
that any {hould fay that you had no more &ra:/zs than a Horſe, or a crea- 
ture of a like nature, becauſe they have /exſe and 90702, as well as you ? 
Yet this is the very lame argument whereby you would prove that the 
Scriptures cannot ſhew themſelves to be D:vize, becauſe the Talmud, Al- 
coran, and Philoſophers, have ſome things 1in them which the Scripture hath. 
But, Can you prove that the Scripture hath nothing elſe in it, but what 
may be foundin any, or all of theſe Books ? Will you undertake to ſhew 
any where {uch repreſtxtations of the Being and Attributes of God, lo ſuitable 
to the conceptions which naturally flow from the 1dea of a Supreme and 
Infinite Being, and yet thoſe Attributes diſcovered in ſuch contrivances for 
mans Good, which the wit of man could never have reached to; aboveall, 
in the reconciliation of the world to himſelf by rhe death of his S2z? Will 
you findout ſo exa& a Ryle of Piety, conſiſting of ſuch excellent Precepts, 
ſuch ;zconraging Promiſes as are in Scripture, 1n any other writings whatſo- 
ever ? Can you diſcover any-where ſuch anunexpreſſible exergy and force 
in a writing of ſo great ſimp/rcity and- plainneſs as the Scripture is? Is there 
any thing unbecoming that Authority, which it awes the Conſciences of 
men with ? Is there any thing mean, trivial, fabulous, and 1mpertinent in 
it? Are not all things written with that infinite decorum and luitablenels, 
as do highly expreſs the Maje/fy of him from whom it comes, but 1n the 
moſt ſweet, attable, and condeſcending manner ? Are there are any ſuch 
arguments in the writings of Sexzeca, Plutarch, Ariſtotle, tor the Being of 
God, and Immortality of ſorls, as there are in Scripture ? Are there any 


moral inſtruiions built on ſuch good grounds, carried on to ſo higha depree, ' 


written with that /fe and vigor in any of rhe Heathen Philoſophers, as are 
in the Scriptures ? How infinitely do the higheſt of them fall ſhort of 
the Scripture in thoſe very things, which they ſeem moſt to have in com- 
mon with it ? As, were it here a fit place, might beat large diſcovered. But, 
belides, and beyondall theſe, Are there not other th/2s which evidence 
the Divize Revelation of the Dottrine contained in Scripture, which none 
of the wr/ti725 you mention, can in the leaſt pretend to, viz. the accurate 
accompliſhment of Prophecies, and the abundance of Miracles wrought for 
the confirmation of the Divize Teſtimony of thoſe who delivered this Do- 
ftrine to the world. And theſe very things now to us are /zternal to the 
Scripture, the w29tives of Faith being delivered tous inthe ſame Books that 
the Dodtrin» of Faith is: In which ſenſe the Scriptures may well be ſaid 
to be proved Divine by themſelves, and that they appear izfallible by the 
Lizht which is in them, notwithſtanding you moſt pitifully pretend tothe 
contrary. And, if your Ch»rch will again pardon you tor fuch opprobri- 
ous language of <cripture, as not only to compare the writings of Sexec, 
Plitarch, and Ariſtotle with it, which yet are commendable in their kinds 
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tor moral Virtre, and natural K xorledae ; but thoſe wretched and notori- 
ous inpoſturesof the Alcorar, and the tabulous relations of the / 2/124 ; 
it, Ifay, your Church will pardon ſuch exprefions as theſe, b-cauſe they 
tend to inhance her I»fallibility, well fare that Pope, who ſaid Hen guar 
aliuimo reaitur mundus ! 

As for your following inſtance of a Candle lighted in a room, wh:ch ſhe:vs 
that it ts a light, but not who lighted it ; ſo the ſentences in Scripture are lights, 
and ſhew themſelves to be ſuch , but they camnor ſhew themſelves to be [ch 
infallible liehts which are produced by none but God himfelf': 1 anſwer ; That 
I commend your diſcretion in making choice of a Caxale rather than of the 
Leht of the Sun to let torth the Scripture by. For a Candle yields but a 
dim uncertain light, may be put into a dark Lanthorn, and [arffed at plea 
{ure ; ſo would your Church tain pretend of the Scripture, rhat its /:2h1 is 
very weak and uncertain, that your Church mult open the fides of the Laz- 
horn that it may give light, and make uſe of ſome Apoſtolical Snuffers of 
the Popes keeping, to make it ſhine the clearer, though they often endan- 
ger the almoſt extinguithing of it; at leaſt as to the generality of thule 
who ſhould enjoy the benefit of it. But becauſe that poor /;ght of a Candle 
cannot ſhew who lighted it, Will not the /;g4r of the Suz manifeſt it ſelf 
to te no greater than that of a Cand/e? Cannot any one infer trom the w1/f 
ext-nt of that /ight, from the vaniſhing of it upon the S»xs ſetting, and us 
diſperſing it ſelf ar his r:fzz, that this /ight can proceed only from that 
great luminous body which is in the Heavens ? And may we not proportio- 
nably infer, from the clearneff, greatneſff, majeſty, coherency of thole truths re- 
vealed in Scripture, that they mult certainly come from none but God; eſpe- 
cially being joyned with thoſe impregnable evdaces which himſelf by the 
perſons who delivered them hath given that they were imployed by him- 
lelf for that end? But becauſe this is a matter of great conſequence give 
me leave to propound theſe queſtions to you, and after you have conſ1de- 
red them ſeriouſly, return me a' rational anſwer to them. 1. Doth ir 
imply any repugnancy at all in the zatvre of the 7h1zz, or tothe nature of 
Goa, that he ſhould reval his mind to the world. 2. It it doth nor, as 
ſuppoſe you will grant that, Whether is it poſſible that God ſhould make 
it evident to the world that ſuch a Reve/arioz is trom himſelf? 2. It this 
be not impoſſible, Is it not neceſſary that it ſhould be ſo, ſuppoſing that 
God ſhould require the 4e/ef of a Doctrine fo revealed on pair of eterna! 
damnation tor not believing it? 4. Whether God may not give as great 
evidence of a Revelation that he makes ot his mind to the world, as he 
doth of his Beizg, from the Wiſdom, Goodneſs and Power, which may be 
{cen in the works of Creation ?. 5. Whether any other way be conceivable 
that it ſhould he evident that a Du#-ime comcs trom God, but that it con- 
tains things highly ſuitable ro the Divize Nature, things above the fa: g 
out of hamaze reaſon, things only tending to advance H2limfs and (3004n'/s 
in the world, and this doctrine to be delivered by perſons who wrought 
unparallel'd miracles ? 6. Whether all theſe be not in the moſt evident man- 
ner unaginable contained in the Do#trine of Chriſtianity, and in the Books 


| of Scriptare? which Ileaveany man that hath common ſenſe to judge ot ? 


7. Whether then it be not the higheſt diſparagement of this Divi 4o- 
&rine to make it {tand in need of an Infallible teſtimeny of any company 
who ſhall take the boldneſs to call themſelves the Carholrck Church, in or- 
der to the believing of it ; and whether there can be any greater dill:0- 
nour done it, than to ſay it hath no more light to diſcover it ſelf Divine, 
than the Writings of Philoſophers, not to ad of Jews and Mahnmetans ? 


Theſe things I leave you and the Reader to conſider of, and procced. 


What follows concerning the Fathers and others provine the Scriptures 
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to be the Word of God by themſtlues, after they have believed them infallibly 
on other grounds, 1s, gratis dictum, unleſs you can prove from the Fathers, 
that they did believe the Scriptures rnfallibly on other grounds. Which 
when you ſhall think fit to attempt I make no queſtion to anſwer, but in 
the mean time toa crude aflertion it 15 enough to oppoſe a bare denial. 
Your following ablurdities concerning the private Spirit, infallible aſſurance, 
Apoſtolical Tradition, have been frequently examined already, Only what 
you ſay, that you read, eſteem, nay very highly reverence the Scripture ;, 18 but 
Proteſtatio contra fattnm, as may appear by your former expreſſions, and 
therefore can have no force at all with wiſe men, who judge by h/zes and 
not by hare words, 

3. Youlay, 7 hat if there were ſuch ſufficient light in Scripture to ſhew it 
ſelf, you ſhould ſee it as well 2s we ;, ſeeing you read it as diligently, and eſteem 
it as highly as we do. What! Tou eſteem the Scripture as highly as we, 
who ſay, that the Scripture appears mo more of it ſelf tobe Gods Word, than 
diſtinition of colours to a blind man ! Ton, who but in the page before had 
faid, there was zo more light in Scripture to diſcover it ſelf, than in Seneca, 
Plutarch, Ariſtotle, ay as to ſome things than the T almud and Alcoran ! Ton, 
who ſay that, notwithſtanding the Scripraures, Chriſt would have been efteem- 
a an Jenorammns and Impoſtor, if your Church be not Infallible! Are you 
the man, who «/tecrz as highly of the Scriptures as we do? May we nor 
therefore juſtly return you your own language; and ſay, that if you do not 
ſee this light in Scripture, it is becauſe your eyes are perverſe, your under ſtand- 
ing unſanitified, which inſtead of diſcovering ſuch Divine light in Scri- 
pture as to make you love and adore it, can have the confidence to utter 
fuch exprefſions which tend ſo highly to the diſparagement of it. But did 
not his Lordſhip give before a ſufficient anſwer to this objection, by ſaying, 
1. That the light is ſufficient in it ſelf, but it doth not follow that it muſt be 
evident to every one that looks into it ; for the blindxeſs or perverſneſs of mens 
minds may keep them from the diſcovery of it. 2. He faith, Thi light is not [0 
full a light as that of the firſt Principles, as, that the whole is greater than the 
part, that the ſame thins cannot be, and not be, at the ſame time. And yet 
ſuch is your ſincerity, you would ſeem ar firſt to perſwade the Reader of 
the contrary in your next Paragraph ; butat laſt you grant that he denies 
it to be evideatly known as one of the Principles of the firſt ſort. (For you 
with your wonted ſubtilty diſtinguiſh Przciples known of themſelves, into 
ſuch as are either evidently, and ſuch as are probably known of themſclves, 1. e. 
Principles known of themſetves, are either ſuch as are kzown of themſelves, or 
ſuch zs are not ; for what is but probably known, is not certainly knows of zt 
ſelf, but by that probable argument which cauſeth aſſent to it ). But when 
you deny that the: Scripture is ſo much as one of the ſecond ſort of principles, 
and ſay expreſly, That of it ſelf it appears not ſo much as probably to be more 
the Word of God, than ſome other Book that is not truly ſuch; were you not 
lo uſed to ContradiAions, I would defire you to reconcile this expreſſion, 
with what you faid a little before of your high Eſteem and Reverence of 
the Scriptures. 

3. The Biſhop ſaith, That nhen he ſpeaks of this light in Scripture, he only 
means it of ſuch a light as is of force to breed Faith, that it is the Word of 
Uod ; not to make a perfett knowledge. Now Faith, of whatſoever it 3s, this 
or other principle, 1s an evidence, 4s well as knowledge ; and the belief is firmer 
than any knowledge can be, becauſe it reſts upon Divine authority, which can- 
not deceive ; whereas knowledae ( or at leaſt he that thinks he knows) is not 
ever certain in dedudtions from Principles ; but the Evidence is not ſo clear. 
Now God doth not require a full demonſtrative knowledge in us that the Scri- 
pinre 1s his Word, and therefore in his Providence hath kinaled in it no light 
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for that, but he requires our Faith of it, and ſuch a ecrtain demonſtrating as 


3417 fit that, Now what anſwer do you return toall this ? 1%;, forfoorh, 
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Ie wnſt have certainty, nay an Iafallible certatuty, way fach an Iufallible op- 
teinty as is built oa the Infallible Authority of the Church, yet luch an [fu 
ble Authority as canbe proved only by zzotrwes of credrbility 5 which is a 
new kind of C/max in Rhworich, viz. a ladder ftanding with both cs wp. 
on 27044 at the ſame time. All the anſwer I ſhall theretorc now give "3 
is, that your Faith then 1s certain, Taf allibly certain, and yet built on but p-o- 
bable motives, and theretorc on your own Przzciples mult be allo varerts;;, 
very uncertain, nay undoubtedly and Infallibly uncertain. What again follows 
concerning Cazonical Books and the private Spirit, I mult ſend them, as 
Conſtables do 497amts, to the place from whence they came, and there they 
ſhall meet with a ſutticient Azſrer. | 

The remainder of this Chapter conſiſts of a tedious vindication of Be/- 
larmiae and Brierely, which being of little conſequence to the main bufi- 
neſs, I ſhall return the ſhorter anſwer. I {hall not quarrel much with you 
about the interpretation of thoſe words of Bellarmize 1n the {enſe you 
give them, v1z. if they be underitood of abſolute neceſſity, not of all Chri- 
{trans, and only in rare caſes, that it 1s not neceſſary to believe that there 
15 Scripture, on ſuppoſition that the Docttrize of Scripture could be ſukici- 
ently conveyed to the minds of any without it, as in the caſe of the P}ay- 
bþarous Nations mentioned by Irene. But for you who make the tradi. 
tion of the preſent Church Ifallible, and at the leaſt the Infallible conveyer 
of the formal object of Faith; T do not ſee how you can avoid making ir 
as abſolutely neceſſary to be believed as any other objec? of Faith : unleſs your 
Church hath ſome other way of conveying objects of Faith, than by pro- 
pounding the Scriptare infallibly to us. If therefore men are bound to 
believe things abſolutely neceſſary to ſalvation, becauſe contained in that 
Book, which the Church delivers to be the Infallible Word of God ; I can- 
not poſſibly ſee, but the belief of the Scripture on the Churches Intallible 
Teſtimony mult be as neceſſary neceſſitate meadir as any thing contained 
init. As for the Citation of Hooker by Briersly, Whether it be talfified 
or no will beſt be ſeen by producing the ſcope and deſign of that worthy 
Author in the Teſtimonies cited out of him. Upon an impartial view 
ot which 1n the. ſ{cyeral places referred to, I cannot but ſay, that if Brere- 
{1's delign was to ſhew that Hooker made the authority of the Church that 
into which Faith is laſtly reſolved, he doth evidently contradict Mr. Flookrs 
delign, and 1s therefore guilty of unfaithtul repreſenting bis meaning. 
For where he doth moſt tully and largely expreſs himſelt he uſcth theſe 
words, which for clearing his mcaning mult be fully produced. Scr:- 
pture teacheth all ſupernaturally revealed truth, without the knowledge where- 
of ſalvation cannot be attained. The main principle whereon the belief of 
4 things therein contained dependeth , is , that the Scriptures are the Ora- 
cl.s of God himſelf. This in it ſelf we cannot ſay is evident. For they all 
men that hear it would acknowledge it in heart, as they do when they h.ar 
that ewviry whole is more than any part of that whole, becauſe this in it ſelf 1s 
evident, The other we know that all av not acknowledge it when they hear 
it, There miſt be therefore ſome former knowledze prefuppaſed, which doth 
here: aſſure the hearts of all believers. Scripture teacheth us that ſwing 
truth mhich God hath diſcovered to the world by Revelation, and it pre- 
ſumeth ns taneht otherwiſe, that it ſelf is Divine and Sacred, The queſtion 
then being by what means we are taught this ; ſome anſwer , 1 hat to learn t! 
we have ao other way than only Tradition : As namely that fo we believe, be- 
eauſe both we from our Pg, and they from theirs have ſo recetved. 


But is this enonnh ? T hat which all mens eXPETIERCE teacheth them, may n0t 
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in any wiſe be draped. And by experience wc all know, that the firſt Motive lead- 
ins m'n fo to ejteem of the Scripture, is the Authority of Gods Church. For 
when me know the whole Church of God hath that opinion of the Scripture, we 
iudoe it ever at th- firft an impud-at thins for any man bred and brought np tn the 
Charch, to be of 4 contrary miad without cauſe. Afterwards the Pore we beſtow 
our labour in readino or bearins the myſteries thereof, the moye we find that the 
thing it ff doth aſwer our recerv'd option concerning it. So that the former 
inducement prevailiga fomwhbat with is before, doth now much more prevail, 
when the very thing hath miniſtred farther reaſon. Can any thing be more 
plain { if mens meamng may.be gathered from their words, eſpecially when 


purpoſely they treat of a ſubjet) than that Hooker makes the Authority of 


the Church the primary inducement to Faith , and that rational evidence, 
which diſcovers it {clf in the Do#trize reveated to be that which it is finally 
reſolved into? For, as his Lordſhip faith on this very place of Hooker, The 
reſolution of Faith ever fetths upon the fartheſt reaſon it can, not upoa the firſt 
inducement. By this place then where this worthy Aithor molt clearly and 
fully delivers his judgement, we ought 1n reaſon to interpret all other oc- 
calional and incidental paſſages on the ſame ſubject. So in that other place, 
For whatſoever we believe coucernine ſalvation by Chriſt although the Scri- 
pture be there the ground of our belief, yet the authority of man is; if we 
mark it , the key which opcneth the door of entrance into the knowledoe of 
the Scriptures. 1 will not diſpute, whether here he ſpeaks concerning the 
{knowledge of Scripture to be Scriptnre , or concerning the nitural ſenſe and 
meaning of Scripture : ſuppoſe I ſhould grant you the latter, it would 
make little for your purpoſe ; for when he adds; 7he Scriptyre doth not 
teach ws the thinss that are of God, unl-ſs we did credit men who have taught 
us that the words of Scripture do ſiznifie thoſe thinzs. You necd not here 
bid us ſtay a while : For his ſenſe 1s plain and obvious, wv:z. that men 
cannot come to the natural ſenſe and importance of the words uſed in 
Scripture, unleſs they rely on the authority of men for the ſion:fication of 
thoſe words, He ſpeaks not here then at all concerning Chyrch-Tradition 
properly taken, but meerly of the a»thority of 3247 , which he contends 
mult in many caſes be relyed on, particularly in that of the ſenſe and 
meaning of the words which occurr in Scripture. Therefore with his 


Lordſhips leave and yours too, I do not think that in this place Hooter by - 


the anthority of man doth underſtand Ch:rch-1radition , but if T may fo 
call it Humanc-Tradition, viz. that which acquainteth us with the force 
and fignification of words in w/e, When therefore you prove, that it is 
Tradition only, which is all the ground he puts of believing Scripture to 
be the Word of God, from thoſe words of his, 7 hat utterly to infringe 
the force and ſtreneth of mans teſtimony, were to ſhake the very Fortreſs of Gods 
truh. Now (ſay you) How can that Fortreſs ( the Scripture ) be ſhaken, 
were aot that authority eſteermed by him the ground of that Fortreſs ? That 
may very eaſily be ſhewn, v2. by calling in queſtion the 7r:th of h::29are 
teſtimony in general ; for he plainly ſpeaks of ſuch a kind of hy72me reſfti- 
mony as that is, whereby we know there 1s ſuch a City as Rowe; that fuch 
and ſuch were Popes of Rozze, wherein the ground of our perſwaſton can 
be nothing clſe but humane te/timony; now take away the credit and wa- 
lidity of this t-/E:mony, the very Fortreſs of truth mult needs be ſhaken ; for 
we could never be certain that there were ſuch perſons, as Moſes, the 
Prophets, Chriſt and his Apoſttes in the world, we could never be certain of 
the meaning of any thing written by them. But how far is this from the 
tinal reſolution of Faith into Church-1 r.:4/ti0 ? But rhe place you lay the 
vieatelt fyrce on, 1s that which you #/* cite out of him , F:2ally we all be- 
lieve that the Seriptures of God are fucred, and tht thy have proceeded from 
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\ Goa; our ſelves we aſſure, that we do right well in ſo believing. WH” hate for 
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this a demoiiſtration ſound and Infallible. But it is not the Word of God which 
deth or £az poſſibly aſſure us, that we do well to think it his Word. From hence 
vou infer , That either he muſt ſettle no Infallible ground at all, or muſt [ay 
that the 1 radition of the Church is that ground. No Izfallible gronnd in 
rour ſenſe, I grant it, but well enough in his own; tor all the difficulty 


hes in underitanding what he means by Infallible ; which he takes nor in 


your ſenſe for a /upern2tural, but only tor a rational Infallibility; not ſuch 
4 one as excludes poſſibility of deception , but all reaſonable doubting, In 
which ſenſe he ſaith of ſuch things as are capable only of moral certainty, 
That the 1 eftimony of man will ſtand as 4 ground of Infallible aſſurance; and 
preſently initanceth in theſe, 7 hat there zs ſuch 4 Cityof Rome, that Pius V. 
was Pope there, &c. So afterwards he faith, That the mind of man deſireth 
everzzore to know the truth according to the moſt Infallible certainty which the 
nature of thinss can yield : by which it is plain, that the »tmoſt certainty 
which things are capable of, is with him I»fallible certainty; and ſoa found 
and Infallible grovnd of Faith is a certain ground, which we all aſſert may be 
had without your Churches Infa//ible Teſtimony. Whether therctore Brier- 
ly and you are not guilty, if not of fallitying Hooker's words, yet of per- 
verting his meaning, let the Impartial Reader judge. 
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CHAP. VII. 
The Churches Infallibility not proved from Scripture. 


Some general conſiderations from the defien of proving the Churches Infalli- 
bility from Scripture. No Infallibility in the High-Prieſt and his Clergy 
under the Law ; if there had been, no neceſſity there ſhould be under the 
Goſpel, Of St. BaſiPs Teſtimony concerning Traditions. Scripture lefs 
lyable to corruption than Traditions. 1he great uncertainty of judging 
I raditions when Apojtolical , when not. The Churches perpetuity being 
promiſed 1n Scripture = not its Iufallibility. His Lordſhip doth nat 
falſife A. C's words, but T.C. doth his meaning. Producing the Jeſuits 
words no traducins their Order. T. C.'s miſerable Apolooy for them, 
the particular exts produced for the Churches Infallibilty , examintd. 
No ſuch Infallibility neceſſary in the Apoſtles Succeſſors as in 'l hemſelves. 
The (imilitnde of Scripture and I radition to an Ambaſſadour and his Creden- 
tal:, riehtly ſtated. ; 


HE main deſign of this Chapter being to prove the 1fallrbility of 
1 the Church from the 7 e/timontes of Scripture ; before I come to a 
particular diſcuſſion of the matters contained 1n it,- I ſhall make ſome 
generil 0//crvations on the icope and deſign of it, which may give more 
tight to the particulars to be handled in it. 1. {hat the In{alubility you 
challenge to the Church, # ſuch .us muſt ſuppoſe a promiſe extant of it in Scri- 
pture : Which is evident from the words of 4. C. (which you own) to his 
lordſhip, ' hat if he would conſider the Tradition of the Charch, not only as 
it is the 1 radition of a company of fallible men, in which ſenſe the Authority 0 
it is humane and fallible, but 2s the '[radition of 3 company of men aſſiſted by 
Chriſt and his Holy Spirit ; in that ſenſe he might eaſily find it more than an 
Introduction , indeed as much as would amount to an Infallible Motive. 
Whence I interr, that in order to the Churches Teſtimony being an Infalli- 
ble i\otrve to Faith, it muſt be believed that this company of men which 
make the Church, are afi/ted by Chriſt and his Holy Spirit ; Now I demand, 
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Suppoſing there were no Scripture extant, (the belief of which you ſaid 
betore in defence of Be/armine, was not neceſſary to falvation ) by what 
means could you prove ſuch an'Infallible 4/#Fazce of the Holy Sp:rit 1n the 
Catholick Charch 1n order to the perlwading an Izfidel to believe? Could you 
to one that neither believes Chr;ft, nor the Holy Ghoſt, proveevidently that 
Your Church had an aſſiſtance of both theſe ? You tell him thar he cannot 
believe that there 1s a Chriff or a Holy Ghoſt unleſs he believes firſt your 
Church to be Ifall:ble, and yet he cannot believe your Church to be [nfallible, 
unleſs he believes there are ſuch things as Chri/f and the Holy Ghoſt; fot that 
Infallibility, by your own confeſſion, doth ſuppoſe the peculiar a//*azce of 
both theſe. And can any one believe their a/7/tazce, betore he believes they 
are? If you ſay, as you do, By the motrves of credibility you will prove your 
Church Infallible ( ſetting aſide theabſurdity of that which T have fully diſco- 
vered already ) Is it Rem for you to prove your Chyrch Infallible, unleſs 
antecedently to the belief of your Churches Infallibility, you can prove toan 
Isfidelthe truth of thele things ? v : | 
i. Thatthe zam?s of Chriſt and the Holy Ghoſt, are no Chimerical Fancies 
and I:1eas, but that they do import ſomething real : otherwiſe an Izfd:! would 
; mgm. tell you, theſe z2mcs imported nothing but ſome kind of Mazrcal 
/ells which could keep inen from errour, as long as they carried them about 
with them. That as well might Mahoer, or any other Impoſtor, pretend 
an infallible Aſſiſtance from ſome T »telar Angels, with hard Arabick names, 
as you of Chriſt, and the Holy Ghoſt, unleſs you can make it appear to him, 
that rcally thereare ſuch Beizgs as Chriſt and the Holy Ghoſt ; and when you 
have proved it to him, and hebe upon your proof inclinable to believe it, 
you are bound to tell him by your Do#7r:ze, that for all theſe proofs, hecan 
| ofily fazcy there are ſuch Bezzgs, but he cannot really believe them, unleſs 
he firſt believes your Church znfallible. And when he tells you, He c.x5n0t, 
according to your own Dottrine, believe that Infathbility, unlefi he believes the 
other firſt, Would he not cry out upon you, as either lamentable Fools, 
that did not underſtand what you faid, or egregious Impeſfors, that play faſt 
and lgoſe with him, bidding him believe firſt one thing, and then another, 
till at laſt he may juſtly tell you, that in this manner he cannot be perſiva- 
ded to helicve any thing at all ? 2. Suppoling He ſhould get through this, 
and believe that there were ſuch Beizgs as Chriſt and the Holy Ghoj?, he may 
juſtly ask you, 1. Whether they be nothing elſe but ſuch a kind of [zre/- 
leftus Agens, as the Arabick Philoſ.phers imagined, ſome kind of Be/zg which 
did aſſiſt the underſtanding in conception? You anſwer him No, but the 
are real diſtin perſonalities of the ſame natureand eſſence with God himſelf; 
then It asks, 2. Whence doth this appear ? for theſe being fuch grand 
difficulties, you had need of ſome very clear evidence of them : If you ſend 
him to Scripture, heasks you, To what end ? for the: belief of that muſt 
{uppoſe the Truth of the thing 1n Zreſtion, that your Church 7s infall;ble in 
delivery of this Scripture for Divine Revelation. But he further demands, 
3. Whence comes that Chrrch which you call fall; to have this 4/e- 
/fance of both theſe? Do they aſliſt all kind of men ro make them 7»flible ? 
You anſwer, No. But, Do they affiſt, though not all men ſeparately, 
yet all ſocicties of men conjunctly ? You anſwer, No. - Do they aſſift all 
men only in Retic:0ws attions, of what Religion ſfoever they are? Still 
you anſwer, No. Do they ath{tthen all men of the Chr:;/tian *Religion in 


their ſocieties ? No. Do they afhitt all thoſe among the Chr:/t:axs, who fay, - 


they have this 4/7znce ? No. Do they thus afſiſt all Ch-ch:s to keep them 
from errour ? No. HM hom is it then that they do thus infallibly afift ? You 
anſwer, The Chrrch. But what Chrrch do vou mean ? The Carholick Church. 
But, which is this Catholick Church (for, I hear, there are as great on__ 
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verſies abour that, as any thing.) You muſt anſwer confidently, 7 hx 
Church which is 12 the Roman Communion, w the true Catholick Church. Have 
then all in that Communion this Infallible Aﬀiſtance * No. Have all the Br- 
{hops in this Communion, it ? No. Haveall thele Bſhops this 4ſiſtance, 
when met rogether e Tes, lay you, undoubtedly, if the Pope be their Head, 
and confirn! their Acts, Then it ſhould ſeem to me, that this 1»fa/:ble 4/1. 
[tance is in the Pope, and he it FO whom you call the Carholick Church : Bur 
ſurely he 1s a 4-75 b/g man then, is he not ? But, ſay you, Theſe are Controver- 
{i-s which are aot neceſſary for you to know, it ſufficeth that the Catholick Church is 
the [ubjet of Infallibility. But, I had thought nothing could have becn more 
neceſſary than to have known this : ButT proceed then, How comes this Ca- 
tho!lick Churchto have this Infallible Aſſiſtance ? Cannot I ſuppole that Chriſt 
and the Holy Spirit may exiſt without giving this A/ifance?cannot I ſuppole 
chat Chriſtian Religion may be inthe world, without ſuch an 1»fallib:1:ty ? 
Is this Aj/i/tarce therefore a neceſſary, or a free AQt? A free Af. If a free AF, 
rhen, for all you know, Your Catholgt Church may not be fo allifted : No, 
(you reply) you are ſure it, is ſo aſſiſted, But, Whence can yoube ſure of 
an arbitrary thing, unleſs the Authors of this 4f/iſtance have engaged them- 
ſelves by Promiſe, to give your Catholick Church that Infallible Aſſiſtance ? 
Tes, that they have (you reply) and then produce Lk. 10. 16. ar. 28. 20. 
Joh. 14.16. But, although our Jzfide/might ask ſome untoward Quetti- 
ons ſtill; as, How you are ſure thele are Dvize Promiſes, when the know- 
ledge that they are Divize muſt ſuppoſe the thing to be 7rue, which you 
would prove out of them, vz. that your Church i infafible ? Suppoling them 
Divine, how are you ſure, That, and noother, is the 2eaxi/ng of them, when 
from fuch places you prove, that your Church is the only Infallible Interpreter 
of Scripture ? Burt, I 6 aſs theſe, and other Queſtions, and fatisfie my elf - 
with this, T hat it's impoſſible for you toprove ſuch an Infallible Aſſiſtance of Chriſt 
and the Holy Spirit, ualefsyau produce ſome expreſs Promiſe for it. 
2. Thisbeing impoſſible, it necellarily follows, That the only Motives of 
Credibility, which cax prove your Church Infallible, muſt be ſuch as do antece- 
dently prove theſe Promiſes tobe Divine, This 1s ſoplain and evident a Con- 
ſcary from the former, that it were an affrozt upon humane underitanding, 
to go about to prove it : For, if the I»fallib:{ity doth depend upon the Pro- 
iſe, nothing can-prove that I-fa/llibility, but what doth prove that Promiſ: 
to be True and D:itine : True, or elle not to be believed,;, Divize, or elle 
not to be relyed on for ſuch an Afiarnce; none elle being able to make a pro- 
miſe of it, but the Author of1t. As therefore my right to an eſtate as given 
by 1111, depends wholly upon the 7 r7«rhand /V2l;arry of that Will, which I 
muſt firſt prove, before Ican challenge any righr to it ; So your preaence of 
Infallibility muſt ſolely depend upon the Promiſes which you challenge it by. 


' By which it appears, that your attempting to prove the Infa/l:biliry of your 


Church, by Motryes of Creaibility, antecedent to, and independent on the 
Scripture, 1s vain, ridiculous, and deſtruQtive to that very Infalibility which 
you pretend to, Which, being by a free 4ſiſtarce of Chriſt and his Spirtt, 
muſt wholly depend on the proof of the Promiſe made of it. For, if yoii 
—_ no Promiſe, all your Motives of Credibility prove nothing at all, as 
haveat large demonſtrated before, and ſhall not follow you 1n ncedleſs 
repetitions. | | 
3. Norgght to any priviledge can be challenged, by virtne of a free Promiſe 
made to particular perſons, unleſs it be evident that the intextion of the Promt- 


ſer was, that it ſhould equally extend to them and others, For the Promiſe be- 


ing free, and the Privilege ſuch as carries no neceſſity at all along with it, 
in ordex to the great ends of Chriftian Religion ; it is intolerable 4rro- 
game and Preſumption to challenge it, without manifeſt evidence, that the de- 
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ſign of it was for them, as well as the perſons to whom it was made. In- 


deed, in ſuch Promiſes which are built on common and general groyzds, 
containing things agreeable to all Chriſtians, it 15 but reaſonable to infer the 
univerſal extext of that Promiſe to all ſuch as-are in the like condition. 
Hence the 4po/Z/c infers, from the particular Promiſe made to Joſhra, 1 will 
never l-ave thee, nor forſake thee.; the ettect of it upon all believers; AJ- 
though, had not the 4o0/tle done it before us, it may ſeem queſtionable on 
what ground we could have done it, unleſs from the general reaſon of it, 
and the unbounded nature of D:vize Goodrrff,in things neceſſary for theGood 
of his Peop/:. Put in things arbitrary, and ſuch as contain prcial Priviledoe 
in them, to challenge a r/e4t toa Promiſe of the ſame Priviledge, without 
equal evidezce of the deſcent of it,as the firſt Grazr, is great preſumption,and 
2 challenge of the Prom:ſor for partzality, if he doth not make it good. Be- 
cauſe the pretence of the right of the Pr:w1/edge goes upon this ground, that 
itis as much due to the Succeſſor, as tothe Original Graztee. 

4. Nothing can be more unreaſonable, than to challenge a right to a Privi- 
ledze, by virtue of ſuh a Promiſe which was granted upox quite different con- 
ſid rations from the grounds on which that right i challenged, Thus I-ſhall 
after make it evident, that the Promiſe of an 1»fa/lible Afitance of the Ho- 
ly Ghoſt, had a peculiar reſpetQt to the Apoſtles preſent employment, and the 
firſt fare of the Church, that it was not made upon rez/oxs common to alk 
ages, 'v1z. for the Governmept of the Church, deciding Controverſies, Founda- 
tion of Faith, all which Ends may be ſufficiently attained without them. 
But, above all, it ſeems very unreaſonable, that a Promiſe made to perſons 
in oe office, muſt be applied in the ſame manner to perſons in a quite dif - 
rext office ; that a Promiſe made tq each of ther ſeparate, mult be equally ap- 
plied toothers ozly 2s zz Council ; rhata Prom;ſe made implying Divine 4//r- 
fance, muſt be equally applied to ſuch, who dare not ſay, that 4/itaxce is 
Drvine (but infall;ble, and after a (ort Divine) that a Promiſe made of imme- 
diate Divine Revelation, and enabling the perſoxs who enjoyed the Priviledge 
of it, zo work miracles to atteſt their Teſtimony to be 7x»fallible, ſhould be 
equally applied to ſuch as dare not challenge a Divine Revelation, nor ever 


did work 4 miracle to atteſt fuch an I»fa/lible Aſſiſtance, Yet all this is. 


done by you in your endeavour of fetching the I»f/l:bil:ty of your Church, 
out of thoſe Promiſes of the 4fi/tance of Chriſt and his Spirit, which were 
made to the Apoſtles, Theſe general Conſiderations, do ſufficiently 


enervatethe force of your whole Chapter, which yerI come particularly 


to conſider. | 

His Loraſhip tells A. C. That in the fecond ſenſe of Church-Tradition, he can 
wot find that the Tradition of the preſengif hurch is of Divine and Infallible Au- 
thority, till A. C. can prove that this company of men ( the Roman Prelates 
and Clergy he means) are fo fully, ſo clearly, ſo par—_—_ aſſiſted by Chriſt, 
ad his Spirit, as may reach to Infallibility, much lefito a Divine Infallib:lity, 
in this or any other Principle which they teach. In anſwer to this, you tell us, 
That the Biſhop declines the Queſtion by withdrawing his Reader from the theſis, 
to the hypotheſis ; from the Church, to the Church of Rome. Burt, Is it not ſuf- 
ficiently known to all perſons who deal in this Controverſie, what you 
mean by the Catholick Church inthis Controverlie, that it ſhalknot be law- 
ful for his Lordſhip iz a Parentheſis, to ſhew where you place this Infallibil:- 
zz, but he muſt be charged with declining the Queſtion ? This only ſhews 
a deſire to cav1 ar little things, when you were unable to anſwer greater. 
Beſides, in the way you take of proving the Churthes Infallibility by the 
Motives of Credibility, there is a neceſſity even in this Controverlie, of de- 
claring what that Catholick Church is, which muſt be known by theſe Me- 


tives; and therefore you have no cauſe to look upon this as running away 
from 
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from the Queſtion. That A. C. after a long and ſilent attention, did meer. 
ly, through the heat of his zeal, become earneſt in this buſineſs, to ao his Advey- 
ſary good, I muſt believe 1t, becauſe you tell meſo, though I ſee no gret 
Motive of Credibility for it. And on that account did defire him, 70 conſider 
the Tradition of the Church, as of a Company of men infallibly aſſiſted. For ſach 
aſſiſtance ( you ſay) i neceſſary as well to have ſufficient aſſurance of the true 
Canon of Holy Scripture, as to come to the true meaning and interpretation 
thereof. But this is as eaſily denied as ſaid. We wait thercfore tor your 
proofs. 

g That which only ſeems here intended for thatend, is, That whe the Re- 
P.91.n.25. J/ator had ſaid, The Prophets under the Old Teſtament, and the Apoſtles under the 
New, had ſuch an Infallible Divine Aſſiſtance ; but neither the H:2h Prieft with 
| his Clergy in the Old, nor any Company of Prelates or Prieſts in the New, ſince 
P.97.n.1. the Apoſtles, ever hadit. Tothis you reply, That the likeaf/iſtance ( with the 
Prophets and Apoſtles ) the High Prieſt with his Clergy had in the Old Teſtament, 
as we gather out of Deut. 17. 8, &c. Where in doubts the people were bound, not 
only to have recourſe to the High Prieſt and his Clergy, but to ſubmit azd ſtand to 
their judgement. Much more then ought we to think, that there is ſuch an obliga- 
tion inthe New Teitament ;, which could not Stand without Infallibility. Witneſs 
the infinite diſſeations and diviſions in Points of Faith, among it all the different 

Chriitians that deny it. | 

Two things the force of this argument lyes in. 1. That there was Isfalli- 
bility in the High Prieſt and his Clergy under the Law. - 2. That if there were ſo 
then, there ought to be ſo now. Both theſe muſt be conſidered. 

T1. That there was Infallibility in the High Prieſt and his Clergy under the 
Law, which you prove from Dear. 17.8. Becauſe there the people were not 

,only to have recourſe to them, but to ſubmit and ſtand to their judgement. This 

argument in form, 1s this. - Where there is to be not only a recourſe, but an 
obligation to ſubmiſſion, there muſt be Infallibility ; but there were both theſe 
among the Jews, as tothe High Prieſt and his Clergy; er2o. You may ſee how 
forcible this argument is in a like caſe : Where there 1s to be not only a re- 
courſe in matters of difficulty, but an obligation to /b-z7 and ſtand to their 
judgement, there muſt be -fallib:lity ;, but to the Parliament of Enoland there 
ought to be not only a recourſe in matters of dfficu!ty, but a [1b-n///on ro 
their judgement ; therefore the Parliament of England 1s as infallible as the 
Hizh Prieſt and Clergy under the Law, by the very argument by you produ- 
ced. The ſame will hold for all Courts of Juſtice. Bur, Can you by no 
means diſtinguiſh between an obligation to ſubmiſſion, and an oblioation in con- 
ſcience to aſſent to what is determined as z»fallibly rrue ? Is every perſon inall 
judiciary Caſes, where ſubmiſſion is aquired, bound to believe the Judzes 
ſentence i»fallible? If ſo, we need not goover the Alps for Infalibility, we 
may have it much cheaper at home : Bur, I ſuppoſe you will reply, The 
caſe is very ditferent, becauſe inthe Text by you produced, 1. Net Civil 
Matters, but Religious are ſpoken of. 2. That not any Civil Magiſtrates, but | 
the High Prieſt and his Clerey are the Faudges mentioned. 3. Thatnot every 
kind of Tudoement, but an Infallible Judgement is there ſet down. Put, if eve- 
ry one of theſe be falſe, you will ſee, what little advantage: comes to your 
cauſe by this Teſtimony ; which I ſhall in order demonſtrate. 

I. That this place ſpeaks not of Religious Carſes, as ſich ; but of Civil 
Cauſes, i.e. not f matters of Doftrine tobe decided as 7rue or falſe, but mat- 
ters of Juſtice to be determined as to right and woye. Not but that fome 
things concerning the Frc/efiaftical Polity of the Nation might be there deci- 
ded; tor it was impoſſible 1na Nation, whoſe Laws rh, © on their Re- 
{ig10n, to ſeparate theone from the other : Bur, that the Tndgement given 
there, did not determine the zrath and falſhood of things, fo as to oblige 

mens 


— 


Chap. V II. not proved from Scripture. 


— —_  — — 


mens coxſcirnces to believe them ; but did ſo peremptorily decide them, that 
A | Ih 

the perſons concerned were bound to acquieſce in that determination. 

For the proot of this, one would think, the very reading of the place were 


ſufficient. 1f there ariſe a matter too hard for thee in ſadeement, between blood Beut. 17: 2. 
and blood, betwern plea and plea, and between ſtroke and ſtroke, bers matters of 


controverſte within thy gates, ther ſhalt thou ariſe and vet thee nþ into the place 
which the Lord thy God ſhall chaſe, 8c. Which words are fo generally ex- 
preſſed, on purpoſe to take in all manner of controverlies which might ri:e 
among them, whether civil, criminal, or ceremonial. And herein God 
makes proviſion againſt any rpture which might be among them upon any 
emergent Controverſie, by cſtabliſhing a Court of Appeals, to which all 
{uch cauſes ſhould be brought,in which the leffer Conrts could nor a gree.For 
that ſeems to be the main Tom of the words, by the following expreſſion 
of Controverſies within thy gates, by which it ſeems evident, that the Contro- 
verſies were ſuchas could come to no 7eſo/ution in thole inferiour Cots 
which fate in the Gares of the Cities ; by which it appears, that theſe could 
be no momentous Controverſies of Reltgion, which never came under the 
cognizance of thoſe iferovr and ſtbord:nate Courts, By theſe words then 
God doth ereita JUPYreme Court of Judicature alon them, to which they 
might appea/, not only incaſe of 7xjry, but in caleotdiFculty ; and thoſe 
leſſer Cots, as well as particular perſozs, were to ſubmit to the Decree of 
the great Sanhearin, fitting in the place which God ſhould chuſe, which 
was Shilo firſt, and Hiernſa/em after. And thence 1a/mopides lo often ſaith, 
That the eſtabliſhment and coagmentarion of all the J/ ze/ites, did depend 
upon this place; tor hereby God ſet up ſuch a Tribunal, to which the /:/ 
Reſort ſhould be made, and from whoſe determinations there ſhould re- 
main no further appeal. And according to the Tradtioz of the Jews, theſe 
appeals were to be gradual, i.e. in caſeany Prieſt ſhould be to ſeckas to 
any Ceremonial Cauſe, as that of Leprofie, brought before him, he wasto 
take advice of the Corr? of the Trinmwrrate where he lived; if that did not 
agree, then he was to appeal to the lefſer Sazhedrin of 23. inthe neighbour- 
City ; if there it could not be ended, to the S:hedriz of 23. at the entrance 
of the Mount of the Temple; it not there neither, then appeal was made to 
the Great S1hedrin, whole ſentence was tinal and pcrezzptory, and was inſtead 
of a Law in the Caſe. 

2. You are greatly miſtaken in ſuppoſing that all this is ſpoken of the 
Hrgh Prieſt and his Clerey : 1 deny not but expreſs mention is made of the 
Prieſts and Levites, as thoſe who were ſuppoled molt acquainted with all 
matters of d/fference which ſhould happen among them ; and therefore were 
probably the greateſt part of the great S:2hedriz (for it 1s a groundleſs fancy 
to ſuppoſe two diſtintt Conrts, the one Civil, and the other Ecet: ſfxſtical 
among the Jews. ) Nay the H#2h Prieft himſelf was ſo far from being the 
conſtant Preſideat of this Court, that, if we believe the Trad:tion of the ers, 
he was not admitted to ſitthere, without the ſame previous examination and 
tryal which others underwent. Indeed, in the decay of the Jews Polzty, 
inthe time of the Aſſormanean Family, the chief Civil Power was in the 
hands of the H2h Prixſt, on which account he might then preſide in the 
Sanhedrin, but that is nothing to this place, where mention is made we7/.g9. 
of the Prieſts and Lewites, and then of the Fudee, which is, int caſe God 
ſhould raiſe up among them an extraordinary perſor, who ſhould be Tudze 
over Iſrael, then the appeals might be to him ; but otherwiſe v. 10. thy were 
to do according tothe ſrutcace', which they of that place which the Lord thall chile, 
ſhall ſhew thee, which was the great Srxmhedrin. According therefore to the 
ſentence of this Court, whether pronounced by a Prie/t, or orher, they 
were to att ; andthey that retuled were puniſhed with death. | 

3. Who- 
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. Whoczver the prr/ozs were, who gave this Sentence, yet it was not 

looked on as 17f3/1ible; for it is not ſaid, Whofoever doth mot belrewve the judo 
zyent given, to be inf-allibly true ; but, whoſoever acts contumactouſly 14 oppolitt- 
oztoit, Alpdthe manthat will ao preſumptuonſly, and will not heark. a nito tho 
Pricjt, or unto the Tadge, even that man [ball dye. Beſides, we are fo tar from 
reading of any promile of Ifa!l:5:lity made to the High Prieſt and his Cler- 
2x, ortothe Sizhedrim, that Vod himielt doth ſuppoſea poſſibility of errour 
in the whole Cox2rc2tion of Tſrael, Levit. 4.15. Andall along the Books 
oi the Provhts, ve lec how much God chargeth the Prieſts with I2ncranc 
and /o; [lm bis war. And, I pray, VW tiere was that Infallibility of the 
Hirh Pri- fi and his Clergy, not only when our bleſſed Saviour was condemn- 
cd by him, and the $:2cdriy both - but in that tune, wh: n Ifracl for a loa 
ſcalon hid beer without the I ruc God, and without a | eaching Prieſt, and with. 
67 Lav? SO that we lce what very little rehiet you have out of this place 
tor the Infallibility of the High Prieſt and his Clerg 7. But, ſuppoſe we {hould 
rant them Izfall:ble, and that Izfallib//;ty proved from this place, What is 
that tous? Might not you as well challenge the Oracular Reſponſes by Urim 
and '/ h19212 to belong to you, as the Heb Prieſts Infallibility, fu ppoling 
le had any ? It God thought it hit to make rhem I»f4//ible, and gave luch cx- 
prels command concerning obedience and ſubmiſtion to their judgement, Is 
it not very reaſonable tothink, that under the Goppe/ there ſhould be ex- 
preſs mention made of the ſubject of this Tfallibility, the place whither we 
{hould reſort tor fial judgements, as there'1s here? Nay, had it not been tas 
more neceſſary to have ſpecified and determined theſe circumſtances, lince 
they are of ſuch vait /»portazce for the peace of the Chriſtian world ? How 
eaſily had all our debates been ended, it God had ſaid any where in the New 
Teltament, Whea any Controverſie of Faith ariſeth, goto the place which I 
ſhall chuſe, viz. Rome, and there enquire the judgement of the Biſhop that 
{ball fit there, and whatever he determines, that believe as tnfallibly true ; if we 
had met with any thing ſo expreſs, nay, that had any ſeeming ten- 
dency this way, How readily ſhould we ſubmit our Controverſies to his de- 
termination ? But, when there 3s ſo little ground or foundation for it there, 
thar you are fain todeduce your Infallibility, trom Gods /e/:11149 a Conrt of 
lzpeals among the Jews ; Can you think thar we are prelumptuous, and 
arferve to be cut off, if we do not believe? Yor, torall that I know, you may 
challenge the [action of the Law, as well as the Priziledge of it; and your 
lormer practices would per{wade us, that you believe the $7107 tobe as 
valid as the other. 

13:11 (lay you } the infinite diſſentions and diviſions 4mono thoſe that aeny 
it, make this weceſſary. 1. I pray, Doth your pretence of Infallib/lity put an 
end toall your d:wiſiozs? Nay, Are there not many among your ſelves, 
raiſed meerly on the account of this 1af/l;b11:ty ? Have nor many among 
vou, grown ſo weary of it, that they have wiſhed the name had never 
been mentioned? Are not others ſo aſhamed of the thred-hare imperti- 
nent places of Scripture, commonly produced, that they have ventured 
the cenſure of your Chrrch tor dilowning them, and have ſheltered rhem- 
{elves under the Inf+/lbility of Univerſal | radition * Have not ſome inge- 
nuouſly conteſſed, thar there is no avoiding the circle on the common 
grounds ? Are thoſe no difterencesat all concerning the ſubject of Izfall- 
bility, and the Speriority of Pope and Conncil? Happy men ! that have fo 
nany coincident drjfinctions, and ſuch agreeing differences! 2, Were there 
not diſſetions and diviſions m the Apoſtles times? And, had it not been, 
think you, much better tor the .{pofte, inſtead of ſaying, / here wut be he 
reſies or diviſions among yo, that they which are approved, may be jnade mant- 
{«/t, to have told them, There mult be an 12fa{ble Judze among you, that 

there 
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there may be no hereſs's or div! bons? If you had been at his E/bov, what 
prudent advice you wouid haye given. Pau for ending all the d:wiſions in 
the Cor:athian, Coloſſian, Galatian Churches, cc.) You niuſt have told him), 
that it was to'very little purpole to woot them by the many arguments he u- 
{-th to exhort them ſo olten to unity, and chide them as carza/, while rhey 
had diſſentions, when one word ot an 1zf/:þle Fudge had ended all of them. 
But, poor S. Pan knew of no {uch thing, which made him g1Ve as good 
counſels, as the $p77it of God directed him to; but alas, they were but ſorry 
things in compariſon of an [zfi/lible Fudge. Give us leave therefore to reck- 
on our ſelves among thoſe Primitive Chriſtians, who knew no more than 
we of any ſuch way to end ditterences, as [zfall:b/lity in a conſtant Jude, for 
all they had difſentions and diviſions among them :s well as we. | 

But you are very angry with his Lord{6:p tor taxing this pretence of 1z- 
fallibitity with Taſolency, and a deſign to Lord :t over the Faith of Chriften- 
dom. And therefore tell him, Ton go zo further than Chriſt himſelf leads 
you by Promiſes made of this Infallibility ; That 1s the thing in queſtion, 
and muſt not be taken upon the truſt of your 1nfallibility, in interpreting 
the places by you alledged. When you can prove the Paſtors of your 
Church, to be as Infallible as the Apoſtles were, and to havethe ſame Sp:- 
rit which they had, I {hall as little ſuſpect them of Lords it over others 
a the Apoſtles: but it it appear quite otherwiſe as to the Paſtors of your 
Church; name, 1t you can, a greater 1ſolezcy, than to uſurp a power of 
preſcribing to the Faithol the Chriſtian world, As to what tollows con- 
cerning your Churches Teſtizzony, being again Ixfallible by the affiftfance of 
Chriſt and his Spirit,and yet not Divinzly Infallible, it is ſo ſubtile and Scho- 
laſtical a diſtinction, that I now begin, not to admire your ſo often uling it ; 
forT ſee plainly, it that wedge, how blunt ſoever, doth not rive aſunder the 
kzot, it is like to remain for any thing you have to ſay to it. 

His Lordſhip having given one Inſtance of the 1»/o/ency of your pretence 
of If allibility, by the dazoerons erronrs which your Church doth hold , par- 
ticularly in equallias the Tradition of the preſent Church to the written Word 
of God, which ({aith he) is « Dottrine naknown to the Primitive Church, and 
which frets upon the very Foundation it ſelf, by juſtin with it, But, being 
well acquainted with the Arts of your party in making a great noiſe with 
the Fathers, and particularly in this Controverſie, witha c74tron out. of S. 
Baſils Books de Spirit. Sant. ad Amphilochium, and eſp ecially thoſe words, pa- 
rem vim habent ad pictatem, ſpeaking of Traditions ; he therefore in his Mar- 
gent fo far takes notice of them, as to return this threefold Anſwer to 


them. 1. That he ſpeats of Apoitolical Tradition, and wot the Tradition of 


the preſent Church. 2. That exceptions are taken at this Book as corrupted. 
3. That S. Baſil zaakes Scriptrre the Touchitone of Tradition. To this you 
return a threetold Anſwer. 1. That "tis true, he ſpeaks of ApoFolical Trad:- 
tions, bit of [uch as were come down to their preſent times. 2. That the Ex- 
ceptions a9tinst the Book are unreaſonable. 3. That $. Baſil doth not make the 
Scripture fo to be the touchitone of 1radition, as that Scripture mnt needs there- 
fore be of greater force and ſuperionr dignity than that of Tradition. Becauſe 
therefore this 15 the chuict place in Azt/q:77y which is proJuced on your 
fide in behalf of 7 radrrrops, 1t will deſerve a more caretul examination in 
the particulars by you mentioned. 

1. You acknowledge that he ſpeaks of Apoſtolical Traditions and ſuch 
as the preſent Church judged Apoſtolical ; now you ſay that the preſent 
Church is infallible in judging Apoſtolical Traditions, and what Traditions 
are ſo judged are neceflary to be practiſed. Now I pray conſider whar 
diihculties and ſelt-contradictions you have brought your ſelf into, by 
acknowledging theſe Traditions ro have been judged Apoſolical by the 
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ri {ent Church. Yor either that Church at that time was not Inf ail:ble in 
1u«'ging {raditions, and {othe preſeut Church ot c very age 15 not Iz/.llifle ; 
Or i: that was /»/allible, yours 15 not ; for your Church ditters troin the Church 
in St Baſils time about theſe very Traditions by him mentioned , your 
C<:rch not judging them Apoſtolical, Which wall appear by an inſpection 
into rhole things whichare here accounted Traartons by him. Among 

< 3:4 9, Which he not only mentions ſreming believers with the ren of the Croſs , 

$.2.2".20Þ 1s praying toward the Eaft, theoyl and the abrenunciation uſed in Baptiſm, but 
the conſecration of the perſon to be Baptized, the ſtanding at "479 rs wntill 
Pentecoſt, and above all, the trine immerſion in Baptiſcr, all winch he faich 
CONC 24 # ddyworttuTe THUTHS, X, amoppire diferentes, uy oy SMAVDEAYPovinw X, d TSEW NI - 
ew 7199 tt mTipss nugy ipunatar, Ont of a ſecret and unpubliſhed Trad:tion, which 
our Fathers preſcrved in a quiet and ſilent manner. Arethele three laſt then ac- 

e116,  knowledged by your Church now for Apoſtolical Trad:tions or no ? Nay doth 

Kon. a: baptiſ. not your Roman Catechiſaz ablolutely pronounce the trize 7merſ102 to be un- 
necetlary tor baptiſm ? How can that become «zeceſſerr, which was once 
zafallibly yadged to be an Apoftolical Tradition? Either the Church then was out 
in her judgement, or your Church ont in hers; and chooſe whether of thoſe 
you have the more mind to ? either of them will help you to contradict your 
lelt. 

2. There want not ſufficient reaſons of ſuſpeQting that Book to be corrvpe- 
ed. You lay Eraſmns was the firſt who ſuſpected it. Not the fir/7 who ſul: 
peted corruption 1n St. Bzſi/s writings. For Marcus Epheſtus 10 the Florentine 

Cori rien, Corncil Charged lome Latinizing Greeks with corrupting his books againſt 
AG. 20, Eunomi1s,protelting that in Coxſtartinople there were but tour Copres to above 
one thouſand which had the paſſages in them, which were produced by the 

Latins, But ſuppoſe Eraſmus werethe firft : was he nor fo in diſcovering the 

genuine and ſ{uppolititious writings of ſeveral others of the Fathers? Wo 

mult therefore enquire into the reaſor which Eraſ-rzus had of this ſuſpicion ; 

Whotells us in his Epiltle to Job» Dartiſcus the Poland Amvaſſadour, that 

by thattime he had gone through half this work he diſcerned a palpable ine- 

qualiry inthe ſtyle, ſometimes Fetting toa Tragical height,and then finking 

inro a vulgar flatneſs, having much more of oftentation, unpertincnt dr 

grefſions, repetitions, than any vt St. Baſis own writings, whuch had alwaies 

a great deal of vigour, ſimplicity and candour , with great evennels and e- 

quality, cc.And althqugh this argument to all that know the worth of that 

excel/-at perlon, eſpecially in his judgment of the wr-r1z25 of the Farhers will 

ſeem by no means contemptible, yer we have much greater reaſon for our 

ſuſpicion than this meerly from the /:/e. For it you believe St. Baſi/ was a 

man who knew how to ſpeak conliſtencies, that he would nor utter palpable 

and evident contradictions in his writings ; you will have no reaſon to ap- 

plaud your ſelf in this as a genuine piece of S. Baſ#ls,at lea(t tor the latter part 

of it. For whereas you make this the force of his words, That uzwritten '[ raa- 

1r0ns have equal force to ſtir up piety, with the written Word : You could hardly 

have named ſo many words which bear a greater face of contradiction to a 

©! / "DIM Þ FORUM multitude of teſtimonies in his unqueſtionably genuine 
X1TY CEA of FETEV TH > yy gaps wh WTIIEDISS. For, 151t not St. Baſil who faith, 1 hat it is a m4- 
$7 0d 9210 F wh yeyoauo har Balilde wifeſt falling from the Faith, and an argument of arrooan- 

a 44 jr ide, Tom. 2, OP-gr-lat P- 385. either to re ject any point of thoſe things that are written 

als i322 Wukvors mis de,7o wi yea ©? : abt” : | | bg, 
%'4 1/3, Ci Te Hom. 29.de Trinic. Tom.1. 07 70 bring 1n any of thoſe thinns that are not written ? Is1t 
—_— 7 ers De3 Yue Fi55vas Th not St, Baſil who bids a man Belrewe the thines that wt 
os A 3 ade, CASAEE NS cow mritten, and ſeek not the thinos that are writtey © Is 1t 
ev. In Echicis. Reg. 16,v. Tom.2. Not the ſame St. Baſi/, who faith, { hat every word ad 
tba v5 Ai ' [any hagng action ought to be confirmed by the Teftimon y of Ifoly Sort 

pture for confirmation of the Faith of ihe pood , and 
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cafuſion of the evil ? Is 1t not he who urgeth that very place to this purpoſe, 
Wh itfover is not of Faith is ſin ; then whatſoever is without the Holy >cri- 
pture, being not of Faith, 1s fin. Whichat leaſt muſt be underſtood of ſich 
things which men have an opinion of piety and neceſſity in the doing of. 
1heie and many qther places may be produced out of his genuine »r/r:295 
atteſting the clean contrary to what you produce this place for. What then 
mult we think ofhim ? Mult we fay of him as he did of Grevory 7 haumat ty- 
2s, that he ſpoke fome things not Hyannis; but d,oricems;, not as though 
he believed them ; but tor d:ſpatation ſake, becauſe they ſerved his purpole 
well? Or rather,have we not much greater reaſon conſidering the contrariety 
of the DoC7riar, as well as inequality of /y/c, to follow Eraſ/zzs his ju !gment 
concerning this Book ? Eſpecially conſidering that B//arzzim himſelt, who 
lights Era/92us his judgement herein ; yet when he 1s pinched witha citati- 
on out of his Aſcer:c{s , calls rhe ſincerity of that Book into queſtion , be- 
cauſe he doth not therein ſeem to admit of xzwriten Traditions, which (faith 
he ) ad Amph»lochinm he doth ſfrenuouſly defend. It theretore lie may queltion 
another Book tor not agreeing with zhzs, we may more juitly queſtion this 
for diſagrceing with ſo many others, Thus you lee, it is not mceerly the /tyle, 
and that only on the judgment of Eraſzus, which makes this Book ſu{pici- 
ous. And trom thoſe citations produced out of other writings of St. B/7/, the 
(3. ) thing evidently appears,v/z.That he ſo makes the Scripture the touch- 
fone of all Tradrtions, as that Scripture muſt be incomparably of greater 
force and ſuperiour dignity, than any unwritten Trad;t:ivz whatloever.But 
Whether Stapleton in h1s teſtimony meant primarily Apoſtolical Traditions, or 

others, 1s not worth theenquaring. | 
Concerning what follows, 4s to the ſincerity and agreement of ancient 
Copies of Scripture , and the means to be aſſured of the integrity of them , 
I have ſuficiently expreſſed my felt already. Only what you add con- 
cerning the ztegrity of 1 radttions above the Scripture, being new, deſerves 
to be conſidered. For, (lay you ) univerſal Traditions are recorded in Au- 
thors of every ſucceeding age © and it feems murch more incident to have er- 
rours flip into writings of ſo great bulk as is the Bible, which in their Editions 
paſs only throueh the hands of particular men, than that there ſhould be errours 
in public, univerſal, and immemorial Traditions, which are openly practiſed 
throuzhout Chriſtcudom, and taken motice of by every one in all azcs. And 
from hence you inſtance in St. Johns Epiſtle, or St. Lukes Goſpel, which beins 
originally written to particular perſons, muſt be at firſt received us authentical 
upon their credit : but, on the other ſide, Apoſtolical Traditions (for which you 
inſtance in the Obſervation of the Lords day, Infant baptiſ;n, uſe of Altars,&C.) 
in their prime inſtitution and prattice being publickly pratiſed and owned by 
the Apoſtles ; it was incomparably harder, morally ſpeaking, to doubt in the 
beginninz of theſe Traditions, than whether St. Johns Epiſtle, or St. Lukes 
Goſpel were really theirs or xo. Whence we ſee ſome Books that were nritten 
by Apoſtles were queſtioned for ſome time, but theſe and ſuch lite Traditions , 
were always owned, us truely and really deſcending from the Apoſtles. To 
which I anſwer, 1. If you prove not ſome 7r424:t0» thus univerſally 
owned and received which we have no record of, or ground for the ob- 
lervation of from Scripture, you ſpeak nothing at all to the purpole ; but 
two of thoſe you inſtance in, Obſervation of the Lords day, and Pedhaptiſcn, 
we have as much as 1s requiſite for the Churches practice from Scripture it 
felf ; for the other, Of the uſe of A/rars, it were a work becoming you to 
deduce the Hiſtory of them from the Apoſtolical times, beginning at the 
Wager, Or wpper room Where the Apoſtles met after Chriſts Aſcenhion, and 
lo tracing them through all the private ho:ſos and Synagoeucs in which 
the Chriſtians in the Apoſtles times had their folema Aﬀemblies for Diving 
G 8g 2 worthip ; 
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worſhip ; thence bringing down the Hiltory of them caretully through all 
the perſecutions, and producing evidcnCes to that pur ole, out of / ex1.:1/:a, 
Orion, Minntiuns Felix, and Arnobius,only blotting out roy where they ſpeak 
of -{{tars and 1 emples among Chriſtians, and telling us that ſome Proze /tax:s 
tid corrupted their Books ; that where they utterly diſlown them, they did 
highly magnifie them;that where they ſeemed to ſpcak molt againſt chem,jr 
was not to let the Heathens know that they had them:By this means indeed 
vou are like to acquaint us with ſome Uxrwerſal Traaitionlels lyable to cor- 
Tuption and alteration than the Scriptures. FOr this of A/tars is the only thing 
by you mentioned, which ſeems any thing to your purpole,the other two be- 
ing ſuftciently proved tiom Scrrptore which acquaints us ſo much with 
Apoſtolical practice, as to yield abundant reaſon for the practice of following 
Azes. You do well thereto:e to wrap up all other ſuch 7rad77:0us as might 
vve with the Scriptures for integrity , ina prudent &c. For you cannot bur 
know that this game of 7r4d:t:0x 15 quite ſpoiled, if we offer to come to 
particulars. But it is a fine thing 1n eneral to talk of the ;»2pofibility of cor- 
rupting ſuch a Tradition as had itsrife fromthe practice of the Apoſtles, and 
was by them delivered to ſucceeding ages, and ſo was univerſally praftiſed 
by all Chrifians as derived from the Apoſtles ; but when we put bur that ſul- 
len demand, that ſuch a thing as hath no evidence 1n Sc: zpture may be named 
which was ſo univerſally received and owned as the 2 ge are , how 
_ pur 9s, and &c.'s. dowe meet withal for fear of being evi- 
dently diſproved in the particular inſtanced in ? 2. If there be ſo much 
greater evidence for Tradition than Scripture, whence came the very next 
aves tothe Apoſtles to be fo doubtful as to Traditions , which yet were 
agreed in receiving the Scripture? Iſpeak not of ſuch things, which we 
have not the leaſt evidence the Apoſtles ever thought of , much leſs uni- 
verſally practiſed, (ſuch as we contend the _—_ in controverſie between 
you and us are) but in ſuch things which undoubtedly the A4po/tles did 
praQife, fo as that the Chri/ars of that Age could not but know ſuch a 
practice of rhcirs. As in that Controverſie which ſoon riſe in the Charch, 
bout the day of the Obſervation of Eaſter ; what conteſts ſoon grew 
berwecn the A/ia,:nd Roman Chriſtians about this, both equally precend- 
ing Aprſtolical Tradition, and that at the leaſt diſtance imaginable trom 
the Apoſtolical times ? For —— profefled ro receive his Tradition 
from Sr. Joh, as thoſe at Rome from St. Petcr. It then Traditions be lo 
uncapable of falſification and R— how came they to be ſo much 
to ſeck, as to what the Apoſftolical Tradition was in the very next age fſuc- 
ceeding the Apoſtles ? What, Could not thoſe who lived in St. Johnsand 
St. P:ters time know what rhey did ? Could they be deceived themſelves, 
or had they an intent to deceive their poſterity ? If ſome of them did fal- 
ſific Tradition {lo loon, we ſce what little certazzty there is in the deriving a 
Tradition from the Apoſtles : if neither fallihed, then it ſhould ſeem theie 
ww. no univerſal pradtice of the Apoſtles concerning it, but they looked on 
It asa matter of zdifferency, and ſome might practiſe one way, and ſome 
inother. If fo, then we are yet further to ſeek tor an Urverſal Tradition 
of the Apoſtles, binding ſucceeding 4zes. For can you poſſhbly think the 
Apoſtles did intend to bind unalterably fucceeding Ages in ſuch things 
which they uſed a Liberty in themſclves ? If then it be granted, that 1n 
matters of an zdfferent nature the Apoſtles might praiſe leverally as they 
law occaſion, How then can we be certain of the Apoſtles univerſal pradtice 
in matters of an afferent nature ? It we cannot ſo, we can have no evi- 
dence of an Unzver/al Tradition of the Apoſtles, but in ſome things which 
they judged neceſſary. But whence ſhall we have this unqueſtionable 
evidence, fir/? that they did ſuch thizes, and ſecondly, that they did them 
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with an apprehenfion of the ecefiry of them, and with an intention to ob- 
Lg: poſterity by their atttons ? By whar rule or meaſure muſt we jdge of 
this neceſſity? By their Caiverſal pradtice?but that brings us into a plain Circh; 
tor we mult judge of the zece//ity of it by their Univer(al practice;and we mult 
prove that CU erſal practice by the neceſſity of the thing. For, it che thing 
were not judged necefſary, the Apoſtles might differ in their practice froin 
one another. W hence then {hall we prove any prad/ice neceſſary, unleſs builr 
on ſome »/terable gronnd of reaſon, and then it is not formally an Apoſtol:s. 
cal Tradition, but the «/- of that common reaſon and prudence in matters of 
a religious nature: or elſe by ſome politive Law and [»/iz»tioz of theirs ; and 
this, ſurppoling it unwritten, mult be evidenced from ſoinething diſtin2} 
from their practice, or elſe you muſt afſert, that wh.tever the A4po/tes 
did, they made an unalterable Law for ; or laſtly, you muſtquit all VUnmrriz- 
ten Trad'tions 3S Univerſal, and muſt firſt infer the zece/#ty, and then the 
Univerſality of their praQtice fro n ſome record extant in Scripture, and then 
you can be no further certain of any Vziverſ practice ofthe Apnſt's, thari 
you are of theScriptures:by which it will certainly appear that the Scripture is 
far more evident and credible, than any Univerſal un vritten Tradition. 

A clear and evident Inſtance of the uncertainty of knowing Apoftolical 
Traditions in things not defined 1n Scripture is one of thoſe you inftance 
in your {clf, v/z. that of Rebaptizing Hereticks, which cameto be ſo great 
a Controverſie, ſo ſoon after the Apoſtolical Aze. For though this Contro- 
verſie roſe to its height 1n St. Cyprzans time, which was about A. D. 250. 
yet it was begun ſome competent time before that. For St. Cypri , in 
his Epiſtle to Juba/amus, where he gives an account of the Gemeral 
Council of the Provinces of Africa and Numidia conſiſting of ſeventy 
one Biſhops , endeavours to remove all ſuſpicion of Novelty from 
their opinion , For (faith he) zt # mo new or ſudden thing among 
1 to judoe that thoſe ought to be baptized, who come to the Church from He- 
reticks ; for now many years are paſt, and a long time, 


Apnd nos auters, non nova aut repentina ves 


ſince, under Agrippinus, the Biſhops meeting together did 
determine it in Conncil, and thouſands of Hereticks 
hive toluntarily ſubmitted to it. How far oft could 
that be from the Apoſtolical times, which was done 
ſo long before Cyprians ? And, although S. Auguſtin: 
( as it was his intereſt ſo to do) would make this to 


et, ut baptizandns cenſeamus eos qui ab h.e- 
reticrs ad Eccleſiam veniunt ;, quando mults 
jam ann ſurt, & longa etas, ex qualus 
Agripdere convententes in unum Eyiſcops plus 
rms hoc ſtatuerint, atqzexinde in hodiernyum 
diem tot miliia heriticorum, &c. Cyprian, 
Ep. 73: 


have been but a few years; yet we have greater evid nce hoth of the P* baptiſm. c. 


reater antiquity, and larger Tong of this Opinion. 
= how lk the judgement 0 

Traditions, who gives Azrippinus ſuch hard words, 
for bein the firit who againit Scripture, the Rule of the 
Univerſal Church, the judgement of all his Fellow- 
Prieits, the Cuitom of his Anceftors, did : 4p the rebap- 
tization of Hereticks. How little Truth there 1s 1n 
what Vincentins here ſayes,, and conſequently , how 
little certainty in his way of finding out Traditions, 


nate l. 4. 


Whereby we may ® 


Vincntins Lirinew(is 15 to be relyed on as to 


Agr ipninns omnium mortalium primus contra.” 
Diuirum Canonem, contra utverſalis Ectite 
fre regulam, contra ſenſum nmnzum 0f 2145s 
dotun, contra morem ata,inſtituta majorum, 
baptizandns eos qui ab hereticas ad Eccleſiam 
wvenivent, cenſuiſjee. Commonit. 1.1.Cap. 9. 


will appear from 


the words of Dionyſivs of Alexandria, in his Epiſtle to Philemon and 
Dionyſizs concerning this ſubject. For therein he aſſerts, That long be- 


fore that cuitom obtained in Attica , the ſame was pra- 
Hiſed and decreed in the mot famous Churches both at 
Iconium, Synada , and other places. On which ac- 
count this great perſon profefſeth, that he dur not 
condemn their Opinion who held ſo. Whether this 
Synod at Ironinm were the fame with that mentioned 


Mn yuy &t 4 Appizy winoy TETI Tape: 0n- 

LY 53 &N & 18 Tp3 7908s X7' 765 -790 
hwy 71T%T8, © Tas ohutrfpo no rar 
Tas CHHANTIAS Kold Falls EUv2d\04s Twy 


& S<gay ww IT ori nas Evi Sas, Kc 


Apud Euſeb. Hiſt. Eccleſ; I. 7.C. 7. 


by Firm:ilian, is not ſo certain, but, if it were, that can be no argument 


again{t 
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avainlt the 4zt;quity of it. For, although Firmilzan lay , That ne #27 
E ago , meeting in Iconium, from Galatiu, Ciitcia , za 
the metehbour Regions hive cufrmea the ſame , 
viz. that Hereticks ſhould be baptized; yer, as the 
learned //alcſizs obſerves, the pronoun Me, is not io 
be underſtood of Firmilia,”s perion , bit of his pr.- 
deceſſors ; and therefore checks both B.:ropins and 
Binns for placing that Synod, A. D. 258. We ſee 
therefore this Opinion was fo largely ſpread , ther 
not only the Chnrches in Africa, Numidia, and Mauri- 
tanta favoured it , but almoſt all the Eaftera Chri- 
tis, Yor Dronyſius 10 an Epiſtle to XN3/ts, who 
{ucceded Stephanns at Rowe , wherein he pleads for Moderation as to 
this Controverlie, and deſires him more throughly to conlider the weight 
of the buſineſs, and not procced ſo raſhly as $r-ph.1zs had done ; he tells 
him in concluſion , that he writ not this of himſelf, bar ar the requeſt 
of the ſeveral Bi(hops of Antioch , Cafarea; Alia, Ire, Laodrcea, 1 ar- 
fur, ec. Nay, and as it appears by Fimiliins Epiltle, they made no 
queſtion but this cuſtom of theirs defcendcd from Chri/ and his Apoſtles : 
For telling Cypr/an, that in ſuch places where rhe other cuttom had been 
uled, they did well /o oppoſe truth to cuſtom, But we (laith he) jorn truth 
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tin ho; tenintes, quad 4 Chriſta &* ab Apnſtnio 
tranitu melt ep. 55. Cypr. Pe. 164d. R1- 
gait. V. ertam Eafil, ep. prima Canon. ad 
Amphilechium. Tom. 2.p. 755. 


and cuſtom together, and to the cuſtom of the Romans, ws 
oppoſe the cuſtom of truth, holdias that from the beotzning, 
which was delivered by Chriſt and his Apoſtles. Put there: 
fore adds, Neither do we remember when this prattice began, 
ſeeing it w.es alwates obſerved among 1s. And thence charges 
the Chrrch of Rowe, 1n that Epiſtle, with violating th:t, 
and ſeveral other 7 raditions of the Apoſtles, And ['1z- 


cextins Lirinenſis {till takes Stephens part ; and all that he hath ro fay , is, 


117, ee repriam Cliiſtiane modſli.c & 
Ea: itatts, non {ua poſlris tradere, ſed 4 
Ra'irio $ atcepta [1Vaie Thid, 


1 hat that ts the property of Chriſtian modeſty and gravity, 
not to deliver their own Opinions to their poſterity, but to re 
tain the Tradition of their Fore-fathers, As though the 0- 


ther {ide could not ſay the ſame things, and with as much 

confidence as they did : but all the Queſtion was, What that 7 -ad;tion was 
which they were to retain ? The one ſaid one thing, and the other another. 
Pur, as R:2tivs well obſerves, Fincentius ſpeaks wery truly aud pri- 
dextly, if nothing were delivered by our Arreſtors , but 
what they had from the Apoſiles ; but, nude the pretence 
of our Anceſtors, filly or counttrfeit thines miy by foo!s 
or kaaves be delivered ns for Apoſtolical Traditions. 
And whether this doth not often come to pals, let the 
world judge. Now therefore, when theſe perſons 
on both ſides had incomparably greater advantages of 
knowing what the Univerſal Apoſtolical prattice was than we can have, and 
vct ſo irreconcilably difter about 1t, what ikel;hood or probabilicy is there, 

that we may have greater certa/2ty of Apoſtolical '[ radition , than of the 

IT ritiz9s of the Apoſtles ? Eſpecially in ſuch matters as theſe are,in which it 

15 very queſtionable, whether the 4po/t/rs had any occaſion miniltred to them 

tro determine any thing in them. And therefore when $rephez at Row, and 

thoſ2 of his party pleaded cuſtom, and conſequently, as they thought 47 

ſtolical Tradition 3 wt was not irrationally anſwered on the other fide by 

Cypriay and Firmilian, that that might be, Becauſe the Apoſtles had mot 0- 

caſio aten them to douare their minds init, becauſe either the Hereſies 

were not of ſuch a nature as thoſe of Mzrcioz and Cerdoy, or elſe there 

might not be ſuch returnings trom thoſe FHrefres in the Apoſftolical tines 
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to the Church ; which being of fo black a nature, as to carry in them ſuch 


F: ye 


malignity, ÞY corrupting the lives of men by vicious praQices, there was 
I:{5 probability either ot the rae Chriſtians Apoſtatizing intothem, or the 


recovery of {uch who were tallen into them. To this 
purpoſe Firmilian ipeaks, 1 hat the Apoſtles could not 
be [uppsſ.d to probibit the baptizing of ſuch which came 
from the Hereticss , becauſe mo mai would be [0 ſilly , 
as to ſupnoſe the Apoſtles did prohibit that which Came 
20t 1 queſt 1058 till ; frexwards. And therefore IS Au- 
euſtine, who concerned himſelf the moſt in this Con: 
troverſic, when he ſaw ſuch ill uſe made of it by the 
Donatiſts doth ingenuoully confels, That the Apoſtles 
did determine nothing at all iu tt ; but however (faith 
he ) that cuſtom which ts oppoſed to Cyprian, is to be 
believed to have its riſe from the Apoſtles Tradition ; as 
there are many other things obſerved in the Church, and 


Dnantum ad id pertinzat quod Stephanus 
divxit, quaſi Apoſtols tos qui ab bereft vent- 
ant bapticari probiouerint, & hor cuſtodt- 
endum poſter's tratiderint, pleniſume vos 19 
ſpondiſtis, Neminem tam ſtultum eſe, qui hoc 
credat Apoltolos tradidifſe, quants e112 
zpjas hereſes conſtet execrabiles ac arteſtan- 
das poſtea extitife, Firmil. ep. Cypr-7 5. 


Apoſto'i autim nibil quidem exinde precepe- 
tit, ſed conſuetudo illa que opponebatur 
Cypriang; ab eorum traditions exordiul 
ſumpſiſſe credenda eſt: ficut ſunt multa que 
univerſa tent Eccleſia, & 05 boc ab Apoſio-. 
lis precepta bene crequntyr, quangquam (ripe, 


ta nonreperiantur. Aug. c.Donat.l. 5:C.23- 
on that account are believed to have been commanded by Pe S 


the Apoſtles, although they are #0 where found written. But, what cogent ar- 
eument doth S. 4 tin uſe ro perſwade them this was ag Apoſtolical Tradi- 
tion? He grants, they determined nothing in it, yet would needs have it he- 
lieved, that an Univerſal Prattice of ſucceeding ages thould imply ſuch a 
determination, though unwritten, But, x. The Univerſal Pradtice we hive 
ſeen already, was far from being evident, when not only che 4/-:ca-, bur 
the Eaſtern Church did praftile otherwiſe, and that on the account of an 
for ray Tradition to0. 2. Suppoling ſuch an Uzzverſil Praftice, How 
doth it thence follow, that it muſt be derived from che Apoſtles ; unleſs 
it be firſt proved, that the Church could never conſent in the »/2 of any 
thing, but what the Apoſtles commanded them ? Which.isa very unrea-. 
ſonable ſuppoſition , contidering the ditterent emergencies which might 
be in the Churches of Apoſtolical and ſucceeding times, and the different 
reaſons of Practice attending upon them, with that great deſire which crept 
into the Church of repreſenting the things conveyed by the Goſpel in an ex: - 
ternal [rmbolical mANNEY, whence, in the ſecond Century, came the uſe of 
many baptiſonal C eremonies, the pregnſtatio mellis & laftis, as Tertullian calls 
it, and ſeveral of a like nature, which, by degrees, came into the C6:7ch : 
Muſt we now derive theſe, and many other cuſtoms of the Church nece(- 
farily from the Apoſ#es, when, even in S. 4:/#/as time , feveral cuffoms 
were ſuppoſed to be grounded on Apoſtolical Tradition, which yet are other: . 
wile believed now ? As in that known Inſtance of Infants Participation of 
the Euchariſt, which is otherwiſe determined by the Council of Trent ; and, 
tor all thatI know, the arguments uſed againſt this Tradition by ſome 
men, may as well hold againſt Infant-Baptiſm ; tor there is an equal inca- 
pacity as to the exerciſe of all as of reaſonand wnder ſtwading in both : ang, as 
the Scripture ſeems to ſuppoſe ſuch acts of grace 1n one as have their toun- 
dation inthe uſe of reaſoz, it doth likewiſe in the other, and I cannot fee 
ſifficient evidence to the contrary ; but if that place, Except a mar be borg of 
water, ad of the Spirit , he (hall not enter into the K 1ngdom of Heaven,taken 
inthe ſenſe of the Fathers, doth imply a neceſſity of Bzpti/aa tor all, and 
conſequently of Chrlaren ; that other place, Yerily, verily, I fay unta you , 
Except ye eat the fleſh of the Son of man, and drizk his blood, ye hawe na life 
in 10:,taken likewiſe in the ſenſe ofthe Fathers,will import the neceTity of a 
participation of the Eachariſt by Infants as well as others.I ſpeak not this with 
an intention to plead either for 44, or for the rebaptizing Hereticks, bur 
79 ſhew the great uncertainty of knowing Apoſſolical Traditions ; {ome things 
baving ben taken' for ſach; which we believe were not lo, and —_ 
| which 
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which could not be known whether ſo or no, by the ages next ſucceeding 
the dvoſtles. And therefore let any reaſonable perſon judge what prob.4- 
lity there is in what you drive at, that Apoſtolical Traditions may be more 
eaſily known than Apoſtolical Writings. 

By which it appears, (3. ) How vainand inſufficient your reaſons are, 
Why Traditions ſhould not be fo liable to corruption as the Scriptures. 1. You 
fay, Univerſal Traditions are recorded in Authors of every ſucceeding age ; and 
it ſeems more incident to have the Bible corrupted than them, becauſe of its bulk 
and paſſive through the hands of particular men; whereas untver ſat and imme- 
mortal Traditions are openly prattiſed and taken notice of by every one in all apes, To 
which I anſwer, 1, That you give no ſufficient reaſoz why the Bible ſhould 
be corrupted.2. And as little why Traditions ſhould be more preſerved than 
that. Two Accounts you give why the Bible might be corrupted by errors, 
becauſe of its bulk, and paſſing through the hands of particular men. Bur do you 
think it impoſſible, or at leaſt unreaſonable, tro ſuppoſe that a Book of no 
greater bulkthan the Bible, ſhould,by the care and vigilancy of men,through 
the aFſtance of Divine Providence, be preſerved trom any material cor- 
ruptions Or alterations ? Surely, if you think fo, you have mean thoughts 
of the Chriſtians inall ages, and meaner of Divize Providence : For, you 
muſt ſuppoſe God to take no care at all for the preſervation of a Monument 
of unſpeakable concernment to the good of mankind ; and you muſt con- 
ceive the Chriſtians, inall ages, to be ſtupendioully careleſs and neglrgepr, ei- 
ther in tranſcribing,or reading the Screprtures,which could ſuffer errors to ſlip 
into them, without diſcovery of them. Do you think that the Chriſtians had 
no higher eſteem of the Scr:ptures, than of the Uſe of 4/tars, or any other of 
your 1ummemorial 7r:d:ti0as ? But, fay you, The owe were publick, and the other 
paſſed through the hands of particular men.It ſhould ſeem then, their A/rars were 
upon hgh places, but rhe Scriptures were only read 1n coraers, never any ſuch 
thing being publickly read as the Bzb/e,fo that any alteration might be there, 
and nonotice at all taken of it. The poor Afr:cax Biſhop tound the contrary 
to his ſorrow,who was in ſuch danger from the people, tor altering but one 
word according to S. Hieroms Tranſlation,as S. Arſtize reports the {tory.Bur, 
ſuppole z# paſſed throueh the hands of particular men, Was ittheretore more !ia- 
ble to be corrupted?I ſhould think juſt the contrary ;unleſs you could ſuppoſe 
all thoſe particular men to agree In corrupting it, which, confidering the diffe- 
rence of op:n:ons,capacittes, and intereſts, 15 a molt unreaſonable ſuppoſition ; 
that ſome wverbaland //teral miſtakes might {lip in, you might rationally ima- 
gine,but that therefore any great corrptions ſhould creep into it,argues your 
mean thoughts both of Gods Providence, and the care of the Chrijtiez world, 
Well, but till t 7s impoſſible to corrupt your 1 raditions. It were a much harder 
matter to free your 7 rad/tions trom being corruptions themſelves of the purity 
of the Chriſtian Church. And why ſo hard tor them to be corrupred ? B- 
cauſe recorded in Anuthours of every ſucceeding ave. I had thought, all Books 
of egqza/, or much bigger bulk than the S:ziptrre, had been as liable to 
corruption as that ; but it ſeems not. If a Book be written of Traditions, 
the very 7rad!tions will preſerve it prre, though as big as that Livy, 

em mea vis torumbibliotheca capit © But that 1s not all, it ſeems theſe [r+ 
ditions are recorded in Authors of every ſucceeding age ; Unhappy men we that 
cannot fhnd them there ! I wiſh, inſtead of writing Cortrore res, you would 
write the hiſtory of theſe 7 raditions; bur, be {ure to deduce thein through the 
Anthoys of every ſucceedin? age; and, I ſuppole , you mean, cver ſince the 
Apoſtles. I ſhall then indeed believe Pop:ſh '[r1d:tions to be no Nowelties, 
but not before. But, let us grant this: Were not the S:r/pteres atteſted 
by the ſame Authors ? No, It ſeems, they were avreed about all Traditions, 
but not ſo about the Scripture, And the reaſon is, Becauſe the Scriptures 
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. were firſt delivered to private men, as $. John's Epiſtle, and S. Luke's Goſpel 
but Traditions had an univerſal practice, But, Can you ſuppoſe it other- 
wiſe, but that particular Books mult be firſt delivered to private men ? 


Would you have them delivered only to Gezeral Conncils, or the Pope and 


his Cardinals ? It ſeems S. Johz was to blame for not directing his Epiſtle 
to the Pope, inſtead of Gazzs ; and S. Lake his Goſpel to a Gezeral Connc:l, 
inſtead of Theophils ; for then we might have had Tzfallible Certainty of 
them ; but now it 1s a plain caſe, we can have no more than Moral Cer- 
tainty that ever they were theirs. - But, for this trick, it ſeems, they fared 
the worle ; for ſome Books were doubted of, for many years, in particularChurches. 
It is well yet, they were not diſcarded by your Catholick Church, becauſe 
the Apoſtles did not put their Books into your haxds to recommend them. 
But what if ſome Books, by ſome men, were for ſome time doubted of, which 
yet were afterwards univerſally received upon ſufficient evidence ? Why 
then (lay you) Tradition hath much advantage of Scripture, How 10? Was 
no Tradition, which would be accounted xzverſal, doubted of by any men 
at any time? No (lay you) zt is impoſſible it ſhould, for univerſal Traditions 
were univ2rſally practiſed at all times. Now you ſpeak home ; and nothing 
wants to the proof of it, but only tolet us know, What theſe Univerſal 
Traditions are, which were ſo umverſally practiſed in all ages, contaihing 
things different from Scripture, which are recorded in the Authors of every 
ſucceeding Age. Your offer is ſo fair, that my requeſt ſhall be very ſhort ; 
name them, and prove them, and TI will believe you, but not before. So 
much for this, which, though a digreſion in this Chapter, yet is not from 
the deſizz of this diſcourſe. 

Setting aſide therefore your diſcourſe about A. C.*s Pex being troubled, 
in whuch is nothing worth our notice ; I come to the maindiſpute of this 
Chapter, -which is, Whether the Promiſes of Infallibility made to the Apoſtles, 
are to be reſtrained to their own times , or to be extended to the preſent 
Church in all ages? Weaſflert the former, and you the later. For which 
you produce this Argument, That from theſe very places, Chriſtians do in- 
fer , that the Church ſhall never fall away and periſh. For if the aſſiſtance 
be not to preſerve the ſucceeding Church, at leaſt from ſome kind of errors in- 
fallibly; it may, notwithſtanding all the affiſtance he allows it here, fall in- 
to all kind of errors one after anoiher, and ſo by degrees, the whole Church might 
fall into a general Apoſtaſie, and thereby ora There wuſt therefore be ſome 
kind of infallible aſſiſtance in the Apoſtles ſucceſſors, by virtue of theſe Promiſes. 
But, 1.1s it all one to fay, There ſhall always be a Church, and to lay, 
That Church ſhall always be 7zfallible ? Thoſe, who from the places m 
queſtion, doprove, that the Church ſhall riever quite fall away, do not dream 
ot a preſent Infall:bility in your ſenſe, but that there always ſhall be a num- 
ber of men profeſſing Chriſtianity in the world : And, Cannot you poſlibly 
conceive, that there ſhould be ſuch a number of men profeſſing Chri/t:a- 
zity without Tzfallibility ? To help therefore your underſtanding a little ; 
ſuppoſe that all the members of the Rowan Church ſhould in one aze be 
deſtroyed ( and, according to your former Principle, that if a Church may 
err, we cannot be certain but that it doth err ; becaule this may be, we can- 
not be certain but that it is) but weonly make the ſuppoſition : Do not 
you think that there would be ſtill a number remaining, who profeſs 
Chriſtianity, of the Greek and Proteſtant Churches ? Yet, I hope, you will not 
tay, that theſe were infallible. There may be then a number of Chriſt:ans, 
who are not i»f//ible; and that is all which is meant by ſaying, That the 
preſent Church is infallible in Fundamentals, viz. that there ſhall always be 4 
Church, for that which makes them a — is the belief of Fundamentals F 
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and if they believe not them, they ceaſe to be 1o. That therefore which 


| being ſuppoſed, a Church is, and being deſtroyed, it ccaſeth to be, is the 


formal conſtitution of it ; butthus it 1s as to the Church, the bulicf of Fu. 
damentals makes it a Church, and the not belict of them makes thei ceale 
ro be a Chri/tian Church ; I ſpeak of an Fſſc;ar/a!, and not of an Oroamical 
Church; and, I know not who thole perſons are, who, out of thoſe places, 
do infer the perpetuity of an 0724zcal Church; nor, 1t they did, doth it 
thence follow, they muſt ſuppoſe an [/a!/ible Afjiſtance, beyond an Efſc;- 
7:2] to make it an Vrganical Church. ForT cannot imagine what ncceility 
canbe ſuppoſed of 1/41/ih:/iry, in order to that which may be ſufficiently 
conſtituted without it. 2. Tanſwer, the perpetuity of the Church doth ra- 
ther argue ihe 1-{4/{:41/ity of the Promiſe than of the Church. Which if you 
did conſider, you would not certainly infer Infallibility from a promiſe of 
Perpetaity. For all the 1-fa/l:6/lity tuppoſable in this caſe is an 1zfallibili;y 
of Adccompliſhment ot the Promiſe made. As ina clear and parallel Inſtance 
of that Promiſe, The Scepter ſhall not depart from Judah, mor a Laweiver 
from betinee his feet, «til Shiloh come. Taking it in the molt received 
Interpretation among Chri/t:azs, that the Jewiſh Polity ſhould remain till 
the days of the 47/75; doth this inter, that there ſhould be a continual 
Tafallib:tity in the cirifſh Polity, becauſe there was a Promiſe made of its 
perpetuity © When (:91 {aith, Iz Jeruſalem have l | {et mV 476 {or CVEr, doth 
it tollow that Jez:/4/c52 ſhould be always 1zfa//ib/- ? But how would you 
triumph beyond all reaſon, 1t you had but any thing like ſuch a promiſe 
for Roxe, as that is for Jer»ſalem ? Suppoling then that the Pro's by 
you inſiſted on, ſhould be ſo far extended, as to imply a perpreinity of a 
Chriſtian Church, what doth that argue, but only this, that ro make it ap- 
pear that Promiſe 1s Intallibly true, there ſhall always be a ſucceſſion of 
Chriſtians in the world ? 3. Suppoſe I ſhould grant that the berzz2 of a 
Chriſtian Church doth ſuppoſe the affiſtance of Gods Spirit, is there no 
aſſiſtance, but what is Izfallible ? It not, noone can be a Chriſtian without 
Iafallibility; For we ſpeak of no other af/i/tamce, but what is neceſſary 
to make men Chr;/t;2ns ; for, what makes them 1:ch ſeverally, take them 
conjunaly makes them a Chxrch, But if you, beſides what a/7/4:ace is 
requiſite to make them Chri/t;azs, do ſuppole ſomewhar more to make 
them a Church, T pray name what zt z5; and whatever it be, it will not be 
owned by ſuch who infer a perpetuity of a Church olit of theſe places. Bur 
if in order to that no more be meant, (as no more can be meant) than what 
is neceſſary to make men Chr:/t:2ns, then Infallibility will grow lochcap 
and common, it will nor be worth challenging by you for your Ch:zch. 
4. Suppoſe I grant this aſſiſtance to be 1:fa//:blr, doth all Infallible affi- 
{tance make an Infall.b/c Teſtimony ? TI am ſure not in their ſenſe, who ſay 


the Church is infallible in Frndamcatals, for they never offer to ailert that 


the preſent Church is Tafallible in defumng what are Fnaiammatals, and 
what not. And this 1s the only Fzfallzbility in queition, v2. Such a one 
15 makes the Teſtimony of thoſe who have it [zfi/{;bþ/v, For ſuch a kind 
of a//ifkarce was that of the Apoſtles, which 1s only the thing enquired at- 
ter. If you can thereiore prove fuch an Iafl;blity in your Churches 
Teſtimony, as the Apoftcs had, you do ſomething ; but what 15 ſhort of 
this, is nothing at all to the purpoſe. $5. Suppoſe I ſhould grant the Te- 
itimony of the Catholick Church to be Infallible, yer all thete concettions 
were nothing tor your advantage, unleſs you could as evidently prove 
that your Church 1s the only Catholrck Church, VWhich that you can never 
do, will appear when we come to that queſtion. 6. Suppoſe I ſhould 


yield the Catholick Churches Teſtimony to be Infallible, and your Church 
to 
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to be the Catholick Church ; yet all this is far from proving Pope, or Coxnc?!, or 


both tobe 1zfa//ble, For, By what means come they to claim the 1-fl!:57/ity 
25 belonging to them which is piven'to the Chrrch ? by what deeds are the 
CORUVEVANCES {ettled of the riviledpes of the Chrrch to them ? Where is it ever 
{aid in Scr7pture,or in the ſeat intimated,that the P-o-z;/es made to the Church 
are to be underſtood of the repre/eztative Church ? The Apoſtles had this Pro- 
miſe in their perſonal capaczties made to them, and not ina repreſertative ; 
how comes then the Promiſe to be underſtood of a repreſentation afterwards * 
Thus you ſee, that youare at leaſt ix removes from any z:t/e to claim this 
Infall:bility from thele Prom:ſes by : and therefore you have little hopes that 

'our claiz2 ſhould be admitted upon fo {lender a 2-#/e. 
From this therefore ar preſent you fly oft, to the vindicating 4. C. from 
aſſerting Infallibility belonging to all the Doitors and Paſtors of the Church ; 
which yet 1s a very good deſign to vindicate a man from his own words. 
For are they not as expreſs as may be, viz. That there i the Promiſe of 
Chriſt, and his Holy Spirits continual preſence, Luk. 10. 16. Matth. 28. 19, 
eo. Joh. 14. 16. z0t only fo the Apoſtles, but to their Sucteſſors alſo, the 
lawfully ſent Paſtors and Doffors of the Church in all Ages? To which his 
Lordſhip faith, Here's a deal of Infallibility indeed, and yet error ſtore, You 
preſently cry out, But what ſhall we ſay to an Adverſary that forges what 
Chimerical doftrine he pleaſes, and then fiehts againſt it * What Chimerical 
Do#trine 15 that which he forges ? doth he not relate 4. C.*s words ? and 
do you, or can you, deny them to be his words ? But ſay you, 7his w.7z 
not his me:ning. I ſuppoſe you mean, That his words as they are, are not 
defenſibleand therefore you muſt have a og» edguarcr for them : which 1s, 
That he did not .unaerſtand theſe words of every Dottor apart, but of Paſtors 
and Doftors lawfully aſſembled in Oecumenical Councils. But, 1. Are Pa- 
ftors and Do#tors never lawfully ſent , but when they are in Cecumenical 
Corncils ? for it 1s plain A. C. ſpeaks of them as /awflly ſent. 2. Have 
Paſtors and Doffors met in Oecumerical Conncils inall Ages ? TI would you 
could prove a truly Oecumernica! Council in any Age ; but ſure. you ne- 
ver pretend to it zz al! Ages, yet if A. C.'s. words have any /ez/c in them, 
they ſpeak of ſuch an Infallibility, as belongs to the Church iz all Apes. 
And therefore this plaiſter is a great dcal too narrow to cover the ſore. But 
lay you, Every Authonr tis to be underſtood to mean by his words, what thev 
wil! properly bear ; and is conſonant with the meaning of his other words, 1 
molt freely grant you this and all that follows, if you will prove it impol- 
ſible for any man to ſpeak oz-ſenſe, or contradictions ; But I can more ea- 
fily prove 1t very poſſible for a man to ſpeak things which contradict one 
the other, which I have ſufficiently proved from your own gear /e/f in 
this very Diſcourſe of T»fallibility. What follows concerning the Je/azrs 
pretence of Infallibility to themſelves (proved by his Lordſhip, from the words 
of th- Apologiſt, to whom Caſaubon replies in his Epiſtle to Fronto Duczus, 
which are theſe, Let day and night —— life and. death be joyned together, 
and then there will be ſome hope that Hereſte may fall upon the perſon of a Fe- 
ſuite ) 1s very well worth the obſerving, were it only for that rare and 
4ncomparable anſwer, which you make to them. In which, it is hard to 
gueſs whether your ingenuity or your wit ſurpaſs the other. Rabbi Caſau- 
bon, ras upaxC- variv why, muſt help him o:ite. An Apoloziſt, ſaith Caſaubon, 
awvers, *tis impoſſible for a Teſuite to err, Whois this Anonymus Apologiſt ? A 
Teſuite or a Miniſter ? for an Apoloziſt and a Jeſuite, are no more convertible 
terms, than a Teſuite and a Miniſter. How {hall we know then, whether this name- 
leff Apologiſt was a Teſnite, or a Miniſter perſenating a Teſurte? The Goſpel will 
tell uns : Ex fructibres eorum coxnofeetts eos, O rare Drollery ! doth this paſs for 
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wir at Roa? or muſt we think you {peak theſe words in good earneſt ? 


ti > 4 a » ? . 
DV VOUT unworthy refe-t10n on that excellent perion Iſaac Ca! urban, whoſe 


mNCinory is as tar above Your detraction, as his learning beyond YOur reach ; 
and, to let go your {currilous Greet Proverb, zaxs vor@ wants ©3y ( which 
{ome will tell you was Greek for a Feſwite) are you really fo Jeorat, that 
yo. did not know whether the A4pologsft, whole words are cited, were a 
ſuite or a Miniſter ? What nor he, who profeſſedly undertakes the /'7z- 
aication of the Feſuits? not he, who was lo {erioully recommended by 
Fronto Diucews a ſeſaite himſelf? not he, who induftrioutly vindicates K;- 


if io, your Jezoraxce is more than ordinary in theſe matters. For to pals 


baden-irn, Scribanins, Emannel Sa, Bellarmiz, and others, in their doctrine 


which doch moſt reflet on the Power and Authority of Priaces ? not he, 
who extols Father Garzet who was executed in Ez2/and tor the Gunpo vder- 
zreaſcr, yet for all this not he known to bea Fe/7re ? Are you yet to ſeek ? 
Apply but your own ruleof the Goſpe/ to what is ſaid already, and by rhu/c 
/ruits you cannot but know him to be a Feſit-. 

But now, notwithſtanding the ſufficient anſwers which have been ſo of- 
ten given to the places produced for the proof of the Churches Infallibility 
out of Scripture, you thought it no needleſs trouble in 4. C. to mention 
them, and much leſs in your ſclt to vindicate them from the Bybops izrer- 
pretation: 1 he places are Luk. 10. 16. He that heareth you heareth ms , ani 
he that deſp:ſeth you d:ſpiſeth me. Matth. 28. 20, 1 am with you always t9 
the end of the world. Joh. 14.16. The Comforter the Holy Ghoſt ſhall abide 
with you for ever. That which you would infer from thelc places, is, 
That an Infallible afſiftance is promiſed to the Church in all ages, wot in ts 
diffuſive ſenſe but repreſentative, VIZ. in the Paſtors and Doctors aſſembled in 
Cozxcil, The ſubſtance of his Lordſhips anſwer to theſc places, is in thele 
words ; Theſe promiſes were made of continual preſence and aſſiſtance, that I 
grant ; and they were made to the Apoſtles and their Succeſſors, that I grant 
roo, but in a different dearce. For it was of continual aud Inf.ulible afſi- 
france to the Apoſtles, but to their Succeſſors of continual axd fitting aſſiſtance, 
but not Infalible, To this you return no anfwer in general, but endea- 
vour to evince the contrary from the particular places, by diſproving his 
[aterpretations of them. To the firſt therefore Luk. 10. 16. He that hc ar- 
eth you heareth me; &Cc. His Lordſhip anſwers, 7 hat this ws abſolutely true 
in the Apoſtles, who kept themſelves to that which was reveakd by Chriſt * but 
zt wats to be but conditionally irue in their Succeſſers, 1.C. ſo loxe and fo far 
as you ſpeak my words and pot your own. For where the command is for 
Preaching, the Reſtraint is added. Go, ſaith Chriſt, and tcach all Nations : 
but you may not Preach all things that you pleaſe, but all things which I have 
commanded you, he publication is yours, the Dottrine is mine ; and where 
the Dottrine is not mine, there your publication is beyond, or ſhort of your 

2miſſion. To thus you reply, That this is rather to pervert our Sawionrs 
words, than to Interpret them, i manifeſt, And the reaſon you give, is, Bc- 
cauſe a Sectary, who denies the Apoſtles Iafallibility as well xs the Churches, nahi 
apply this reſtraint tothe Apoſtles themſclves, as well 5 he now applies it 10 thrir 
Szccrſſors, But they are ſtrange kind of Sedarics indeed who deny the 
Apoſtles Infallibility, and my memory doth not ſerve me with any ſuch 
who aſſerted Chriſts Infallibility and denied the Apoſtles ; but if there be any 
fuch Sedaris, let us know them, that we may then ſay, 't hereare ſome in 
the world who believe great abſardities 2s well as you. However let us tor 
the preſent, take this for a /#ppoſirion, that any men might do 10; whether 
then they might not ſay, the Apoſtles were only Izfallible when they ſpake 


Chrifts words and not their own,7.e.delivered his DoArine and nor any other. 
No 
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No doubt they miglt, and ſaid very well init too. And if theſe be the 
Settaries you mean, Iam one of them my lelf; For I believe, the 4poſts 
were no further In/all:ble than as they delivered Chri/f's Doctr:ne to, the 
world, and I ſuppoſe there are many tugh Se&arzes beſides my felf, But 
all the diderence then between the A4poſt/es and their Srciefſors was this, 
that thoſe who heard rhe Apoſtles Doitrine had ground to believe them 1+ 
{all:ble in what they delivered for Chriſts Dotrize; but we have no ground 
to believe ſoof any Church tince the Apoſtles times, that it is Lrfallrble in 
| delivering the Doctr:xe of Chriſt to others. The promiſe then of 1z/*{:ble 
aſſiſtance as made to the 4poſtles doth _ that Gods Spirit would be {6 
with them, rhat chey ſhould deliver nothing tor the revcaled will of God 
or the Do&rixe of Chriſt, but what was really and truly ſo. And if you 
cauy from this or any other place prove Iuch an Izfalible af/itarce to the 
Church of all azes, you do fomerhing, but not otherwiſe. But for this par- 
ticular place, He that heareth you heareth me; I have ſomething more yet 
ro lay, which may manitelt how wholly impertinent ir is to your pur- 
ole. 1. It ſcems to me very queſtionable, whether any ſuch thing as [-- 
fall:bility be at all implyed in this place: and then certainly from hence you 
cannot infer a fiucceihve 1»f1:6i/;ty in the Church. And the reaſons why 
I queſtion it, are, 1. The Apoſt{-s themſelves had not that contiuual 7 
fallible affiſtance of the Sprrit of God till after Chrifts Aſcenſion, when the pro- 
mile of Chrijts ſending his S»97r:7t upon them was remarkably accompliſh. 
ed, Will you fay then they had Infairb/e //iffaxce by the Spirit, before the 
promiſe of that Infallible af/iflance was made to them? If then the 4po- 
{tes themſelves had not ſuch a continual Ifallible afiFance, rauch leſs the 
L X X. Diſciples who are here ſpoken of. 2. The mefſage they were ſent 
upon did not at all require any 1zfallible afitarce, tor it was only a pre- 
irative meſſage, they not being ſent to deliver fully the Dot#rine of Chriſt, 
bu to tell them, 7he Kingdom of God tis at hand, or nigh unto you; verl. 
9,11. 2.e. that bleſſed ſtate of things under the Meſzzs is now ready to be 
revealed to you : the whole deſign therefore of that commitſion of the 
L X X. Diſciples and the Apoſtles, when they were firlt ſent abroad, was 
of the ſame nature with Toh Baptiſts, viz. to prepare people for the re- 
ception and entertainment of that Do&#rize which Chri/# ſhould deliver to 
them. Now what Infall:ble affiſtance can be ſuppoled neceſſary in order to | 
this? 3. The words 1mply nothing of Ifallible af/rſtance in them. For when | 
Chriſt faich, He that heareth you heareth me, and he that d:ſpiſcth you deſpi- 
ſeth me, and he that defpiſerh me deſpiſeth him that ſent me : the plain mean- 
ing is no more than this, They which hearken to your meſſage, and be- 
lieve the 7ruth of what you ſay, do therein manifeſt their read: [5 to hear- 
ken to me, and conſequently will receive my Doctrize, when it is delive- 
red to them ; but they who deſpiſe this meſſage of yours, the afro»t they 
oFcr you, reflets molt on me who ſert you; and they {ſhall find to their 
forrow, that in rejecting me they rejet God too, who wilpunith them le-- 
verely for it: which, that it is the meaning of the words, will very eafily 
appear to any one that conſiders the {cope and deſign of the place. Now 
iS it not po'lible for any to declare their reſpect to Chrift by receiving his 
Afeſſercers, without belicving thoſe Meſſengers to be Tafall;ble ? It that be 
poſſible, then what kind of 1zfall;brl:ty can yon hence inter? 2. Suppoſe 
I fhould grant theſe L XX. Infallible in what they delivered, yet nothing. 
can be hence drawn from the Churches contiaual Infallibility, becauſe of 
the different reaſon of one from the other, and rhat will appear in theſe 
things. 1. Theſe were immediately ſent abroad by Chr: himfelf, when 
there were no. [yf.://-ble writings containing this Doitrine, made by him- 
lelf or his 4>-/#/rs. And was there not then much more a 
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ſuch an 7»f/1ibi/ty than there can be now ? 2. Theſe had ſuicient eviden- 
ces to atteſt that I»fallibility, by that power of Mzrracles, which they had 
in curing diſeaſes and caſting out of Devils, ver/. 9, —- 17. And rhere- 
fore thole they were ſent to had ſufficient inducement to believe ſuch an 
Infallibility, if they had pretended to it ; when therefore you can prove 
the like of your /awfully ſent Dofors and Paſtors, either apart or in a Ge- 
eral Conncil, you may then from hence argue fomething toward that 7z- 
falltbility, but not beiore. ; : : 

In your following words you acknowledge a difterence in applying this 
Text to the Apoſtles and their Succeſſors, For it was true in every one of the 
Apoſtles apart, but it is not ſo in every one of the ſucceeding Paſtors ; and for 
this you give theſe Reaſons, 1. Tour adverſaries and you are agreed in it, viz. 
That the Paſtors apart are fallible. 2. *Tis manifeſt by experience, that many 
eminent Paſtors have not only been erroneous, but heretical. 3. 1here ts unt- 
verſal Tradition for it. 4. Plain Scripture for it, that even from themſelves 
there ſhould ariſe ſome that ſhould ſpeak perverſe things. Theſe reaſons I ac- 
knowledge to be ſo true, that, if you had expreſſed the Pope himſelf in 
them, you could not have proved his fallibility better, than by Experzerce, 
Conſent, and Scripture. But yet you have two Reſerves in a Corner, which 
mar all the reſt, viz. that from theſe places you make General Councils in- 
fallible, and, according to your moſt received per{waſion, the Popetoo. Do 
you ſo indeed ? and from theſe places? and both of them Infallible, whe. 
ther they agree or not ? But if our reaſons be not ſtronger againſt any ſuch 
I»fallibility deducible from theſe places, than yours are for it (for I have 
not ſeenany) Iam content to blind my underitanding ſo much, it I can, 
as to believe what you ſay, That to give reaſons avainſt your expoſition ts im- 
poſſible, But as your reaſon in all other things is weak, ſo in ths it ap- 
pears, that either your 72zorance or your confidence 1s intolerable. 

The next place, is, Matth. 28. 20. 1 am with you always, even unto the 
end of the world, To which his Lordſhip ſaith, Yes moſt certain it is, pre- 
ſent by his ſpirit ; for elſe in bodily preſence, he continued not with his Apoſtles 
but during his abode on earth. And this promiſe of his ſpiritual preſence was 
zo their Succeſſors ; elſe why to the end of the world? 1 he Apoſtles did not, 
could not live ſo long ; Bnt then to the Succeſſors, the Promiſe goes no further, 
than, I am with you always, which reaches to continual aſſiſtance, but not to 
Divine and Infallible. What ſay you now to this? Why torſooth, I: is 
the ſame anſiver as before, and therefore deſerves no further refutition. But 
doth it not deſerve ſome further proof of your Infallibility from this place ? 
Or are you content to let it go, becauſe you cannot but fee, that a þ-- 
ritual preſence and not infallible 1s hereby — either to the Apoſtles 
or their Succeſſors, although from other places it appears, that the /pzr-- 
tual preſence of Chriſt with his Apoſtles did extend to ſo high a degree, as 
to make them 7zfallible in what they delivered for the Doctrine of Chriſt, 
but no place of Scr/7:ure doth aflert ſo much of the Churches Infallibili- 
ty. It 1s well then, that you grant, that S. Gregory did not belive any 
infallible aſſiſtance 1n the Paſtors of the Church, but (you lay ) he »nderftood 
it of them apart, to make which probable, you mult produce ſomeorher 
places, where he faith otherwiſe of them in Conc. But how a gracious 
preſence of Chriſt with his Charch, which you grant Rh.6.1avus Manurins meant 
by this place, ſhould ſuppoſe a conjunttive rnfallibility of the Paſtors as a 
neceſſary foundation and ſupport of the Church d/fuſtoe, Iconteſs is beyond 
my underſtanding ; but at leaſt you ſay, t deaves it not : neither doth it 
deny that you or I are infallible ; but doth it therefore follow that we are 
ſo? What places you produce (or rather bid us go ſcek for out of the 


Fathers) zo prove that they, in effeet, (it leems then, not evidently ) - at- 
| tribute 
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tribute infallibility to the Church (but by no means Divine infall:bilits, for 
this is more than the third time that you have. forbid the Bzes between 
thoſe two words [ZJ:<-zc and {fallzhle ) will to any that reads them appear 
to be capable of proving no more than the Perpetinity of a Church in the 
world; but if any of them can do any better ſervice, I doubt not, but we 
{hall again meet with them, and thereiore {hall adjourn their confidera- 
tion to 4 more convenient place. To prove that any of the Fathers have de- 
aved this place to extend to infallibility, 1s a very unreaſonable thing which 
you put he Biſhop and his party upon, becaule they only deliver what they 
conceive the meaning of places to be, without reflections on any H: x {-s, 
but ſuch as were molt prevalent in their own times. And if your Church 
had in their tive challenged Txfallzbility from ſuch places, you might 
have heard of their Negazrve, which at preſent you put us unreaſonably 
to Prove. 

\ Your an{wer to Job 14. 16. only 1s, that it muſt be naderſtood in ſome Y. 10- 
ſolute ſcnſt; and doth not his Lordſhip ſay ſo too, vis. 72 rogard of Con- 
folation anc! Grace, Butit you Jay, there can be no other ab/0/xte ſenſe, but 
an zafallible 3j/:/[.:3cr, you would do well ro prove it and not barely tro ſup- 
pole it : and ſo likewite, what follows as to Toh 16. 13. ( which his Lord- 
ſhip juſtly reltrains to the Apoſtles alone) you tell us, { hat you contend, 
that tn whatfocwver fraſe ol truth is to be underſtood in reſpect of each Apoſtle 
apart, it is alſo to be waderſtood in relation to their Succeſſors, aſſembled tn 4 
full Repreſeatative of th: whole Church. That you contend, we grant; but 
we fay, it 15 without {enle or reaſon. An4 therefore come to examine 
what you produce tor it. Your firſt reaſon, Becarſe the Repreſentative of P. 103. vs 5. 
the Church 12 General Cormcit, and the Biſhop of Rome as Paſtor of the whole 
Church, have equal power to oblize the Church to believe what they deliver, as 
each Apoſtle had, 13 utterly denied, and muſt be more than barely ſuppoſed 
as it is here. Your ſecond, which you call the Fundamntal rej of this wn. 
Expoſition 1s, 1n ſhort, 7 hat the preſervation of the Church requires 15:%allth lity 
in future aoes of the Charch, as well as in the Apoſttes times, which 15 again 
utterly denied ; And tlie next time you write, I pray prove your .eaſons 
well ; and think not your con{ident prod:1cing things you know are demed 
by us, will ſerve tor reaſons againſt us. Before you can f{-:tticiently prove 
that any ritc of the Ch:z7ch, not mentioned in Scripture, had the Holy Ghoſt 
tor its Author, eipecially when contrary to a cuſtom expretſed in S:77- 
pture, you mult do more than produce a ſingle teſtimony of St. A /time 
for it ; who was apt to ſuppole the Holy Ghoſt might be pleaſed with ſuch 
things, which rhe Ch, though nor therein intallible, might conſent 1n 
the practice of, Whicit certainly is tar trom ſuppoling the © -»rch to have 
infallible aſſiſtance with it, in delivering Doctrines of Faith; becauſe 
lome things might be uſed in the Church which the Holy Ghoſt might be 
luppoſed not dilpleaſed with, which is the utmoſt can be made of your 
citation out of <tr. {+ſt;z7. | 

It ſeems you were aware of that diſparity between the Apo/?les times 
and ours, as to the pretence of [»falli;b:4:ty, becauſe the Apoſtles were hirit 
to deliver this Do:trine to the world, and atter to conlign it by writing 
to future ages ; from whence 1t were caſe to infer, there could not be 
that neceility of a Con7-4rul Inf allible Affiftance 1n the Church, becaule the 

Zoctrine injallibly delivered by them 1s preſerved in the Chrch by the 
Iafall:ble Records of it, But to this your anſwer 1s conſiderable. M/hat P. rog. n. 7. 
wiſe man (lay you) would 20 abort to raiſe a ſtately building for many ages, 
and ſatisfie himſ!f with laying a Foundation to laſt but for a few years ® Our 
Sevionr the miſc ft of Archigetts, is not to be thonuoht to have fornaed this in- 
comparable buildino of the Church upoa ſand ; which muſt infallibly have hap- 
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pened, had he not intended to afford his continual aſſiſtance alſo to the ſucceed. 
ins Paſtors of the Church, to lead them, when aſſembled in « general Council, 
into all thoſe truths wherein he firſt ſetled the Apoſtles. Whether you call 
this arguing for the Churches 7xfallibility , or libelling againſt our &/eſſed 
Saviour if he hath not done what you would have him, 1s hard to deter- 
mine. I am ſure, it is arguing ab abſurdo with a witneſs; for if he hath 
not done, juſt as you fancy he {hould have done ; he muſt venture to be 
accounted an Izxormm and Impoſtor before, and here to do that which ng 
wiſe nan would have dome, Viz. build a ſtately Fabrick, the Church, upon the 
Srzds, So it {zems you account the Prophets and the Apoſtles : for if the 
Apoſtle may be credited, we are b»:lt on the Foundation of the Apoſtles and 
Prophets, [eſis Chriſt himſelf being the chief Corner-ſtone. And this is it you 
mult mean 4y being built oz the ſand; for herein it 1s plain, the Church is 
built on theſe, viz. that Infallble Dottrine which was delivered by them, 
but here is not one word or the leaſt intimation of an /aberent inf allbility 
i the Church which was to be its foundation fo as to fecure it from alk 
error. Azd this (you lay ) muſt infallibly happ.n, if there be not the ſame 
infallibility in General Councils which was in the Apoſtles; for that I ſuppoſe 
muſt be the meaning of your laſt words, it they be to the purpole. Bur 
how groundleſs your prerence of the [fa/libil:ty of General Conncls is, 
will appear when we come to that ſubject ; but have you lo little of com- 
mon (eſe and reaſon with you, as to ſuppoſe the Church prelently not- 
withſtanding the D:ivize Revelation of the Dottrine of Chriſtianity 11 S:r;- 
prure tO be built on Sand, if General Conxcils be not infallible ? Is there not 
ſufficient ground to rely on the Doctrine of Chri/{;anity, Tuppoling there 
never had been any General Council in the world ? What was the Church 
built on before the Niceze Conncil, only on Sand ? ſurely the W:24 and 
Billows of perſecutions would then have eaſily overturned it. What if 
through civil combuſtions in the Empire there could never have been any 
Aſſemblies of the B;ſhovs afterwards, mult the Chrch needs have fallen to 
the ground for want of Gemeral Councils? But why, I pray, mult the 1z- 
fallibuity of the Apoſtles be compared only zo 2 foundation that can laſt but 
for few years * Doyou ſ{uppole that theſe Apoſtles never did commit their 
Dottrine infallibly to writinz ; or that theſe wrt7n2s of theirs did laſt but 
for « /ew years? without one of theſe, it is hard to find out your meaning by 
thoſe expreions. If you deny either of them, I ſhall readily prove them : 
but it you affirm both theſe, (as it you are heartily a Chri/f:az you muſt 
do) with what face can you ſay that Chrift, in making the Apoſtles infallt 
ble, did lay a Fondation but fora few years. But th.nks be to God, al- 
though perverſe and unreaſonable men are always quarrelling with the 
methods of D:ivize wiſdom and goodneſs, this Foundation of the Lord ſtand- 
eth [are ſtill; and, as fong as the Tzfadible Dotlrize of the Goſpel continues, 
the Charch-wilt be built on a ſtedfaſt and unmoveable Rock, which will 
prove a much ſurer Foundation than the ſeven Hills of Infallibility. But 
zhis is your grand and fundamental miſtake, to ſuppoſe a Church cannot 
continue without a vital inherent Principle of Infallibility in her ſelf, which 
mult be diſcovered by Izfallible Directions trom the Head of it : whercas 
we grant the neceſ{hty of an Infalible Foundation of Faith, but cannot 
diſcern cither from Scripture, Reaſ'n, or Antiquity, that there muſt be 2 
tiving and ſtanding Infalible Frdee, which mult deliver and interpret thoſe 
Intallible Records to us, We grant then Infallibility in the Fouzdatior 
of Faith, we aſſert the higheſt Cerraizry of the Infallibility of that Fonr- 
dation, we declare that the owning of that I7fall;ble Forndation 1s that 
which makes men Chriſtians ( the body of whom we call a Church) we 


further grant, that Chrif hath left in his Ch4rch lufficient me1ns for the pre- 
ſervation 
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ſervation of it 12 Truth and Unity ; but wedeny that ever he promiſed ſuch 
an Isf2/itbility to be conſtantly retident in that Church, as was in the Prophets 
and 4p9/tles ; and that neither any intention of Chrift, or any reaſon in the 
thing can be maniteſted, why ſuch an [z/a#:4:4:ry ſhould be ſo neceſſary for 
the Churches preſcrvation, that without it the Wiſdom of Chrif mult be que- 
ſtioned, and the Church built on a ſandy Foundation. Your citation of //7z- 
centins Lirinenſis proves nothing but the Churches conſtancy inadhering to 
that Doctrine of Faith, which was delivered from the beginning ; but how 
that ſhould prove a Conſtant Infallibilzty, T cannot underſtand, unleſs it is im- 
ible that there ſhould be any 77uth, where there is no inherent Infall:b:- 
lity. Thus weſee, what very little ſucceſs you have in the attempt of pro- 
ving the Churches continual 1zfall:bility from Scripture. | 
From hence you proceed to the conſideration of the way, How Scripture 

and Tra4:tion do mutually confirm each other. His Lordſhip grants, That 
they do mutually, but rot equally, confirm the authority either of other. For 
Scripture doth infallibly confirns the authority of Church-1 raditions, truly fo cal- 
led: but Tradition doth but morally and probably confirm the authority of the 
Scripture. This (you ay) z apparently falſe, but endeavour not to make it 
evident, that itis{o: Only you ſay, 4. C. refuſed already to grant it, Et 
quid tum poſtea ? Muſt every thing be falle which 4. C. refuſes to grant ? 
But let us ſee, whether his S$7m7/ztude makes it out. For (faith he) *zs 
as a Kjnos Embaſſadours word of mouth, and his Kings Letters bear mutual wit- 
neſs to each other. Juſt ſo indeed (laith his Lordſhip) For his Kznes Letters of 
Credence under hand and Seal, confirm the Embaſſadours authority anfallibly to 
all that know his Seal and hand : But the Embaſſadours word of month confirms 
his Kings Letters, but only probably. For elſe, Why are they calPd Letters of 
Credence, if they give not him more credit, than he gives them ? To which 
you make a large Reply. 1. That the Kznes hand and Seal cannot confirm in- 
fallibly to a Foreign Kine, who neither knows hand nor Seal, the Embaſſadours 
authority ; and therefore this reacheth not the buſinefi, How we ſhould know in- 
fallibly, that the Scripture is Gods Word. 2. That the primary reaſon, Why 


the Embaſſadour is admitted, is his own credit, towhich correſpond the motives 


of Credibility of the Church, by which the Letters of Credence are admitted. 
3. That none can pive authority to the Letters of Credence, or be infallibly cer- 
tain of them, but ſuch as infallibly know that hand and Seal. 4. That none can 
infallibly know that hand and Seat, but ſuch as are certain of the Embaſſadours ſin- 
cerity. But, Doth all this diſprove what his Lordſhip faith, That though 
there be a :utual Teſtimony, yet It is not equal; for, although the Lerrers of 
Credeace might be the ſooner read and admitted of, on the Embaſſadonrs Re- 
patation and Sincerity, yet itill thoſe Letters themſelves, upon the delivery 
of them, may further, and in a higher degree, confirm the Przce he is fent 
to, of his authority to att as Embaſſadour, Suppoſing then, that there be a 
ſufficient Te/fim0ny, that theſe Letters were ſcaled by the Secrerury of State, 
who did manifeſt his S;zcer/ryin the higheſt manner in the /ea/;2g of them ; 
though a Forezez Prince might not know the hand axd Seal, yet upon ſuch 
a creditable. Teſtimony, he may be aſſured that they were ſcaled by the 
Prince himfelf.7 But then withal, if the Embaſſadour, to aſſure the Prince, 
offers his own fe to atteſt the truth of his Credextials, and the Prizce by 
reading the Letters, find ſomething in them which could not be written by 
any other than that Prince, he then hath the higheſt certainty he can deſire. 
This is the caſe between T rad:t:0z and Scripture ; General Tradition at firſt 
makes way for the firſt admiſſion of Scripture, as the general repure of an 
Embaſſadours coming doth tor his acceſito the Priace ; the particular Trad:tion 
of the Church, is like the Embaſſadours aFirming to the Prince, that he hath 
Letters of Credexce with him; butthen, when he enquires into the Certaizty 
T1 oO? 
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of thoſe Letters; thoſe Motives of Credibility (not which relate to the 

erſon of the Embaſſadour)) but which evidently prove the ſeal:zg of thote 
Letters (as the conſtant 7 e/f1:09y of ſuch who were preſent at it, the yecy.. 
tariesand Embaſſadours venturing their lives upon it ) mult cont:rm him in 
that ; and laſtly, his own reading the Credertals, ng him the highcit Cox- 

ration, i.e. The teſtimony of thoſe who ſaw the miracles of Chriſt ant 
his Apoſtles, and confirmed the Truth of their Teſtivzony, by their dying for 
it, arethe higheſt inducement to our believing that the Scr1pr:res were leal- 
edby God himſelf in the miracles wrought, and written by his own hand, 
his Sp/ric infallibly aſſiſting the Apo/?/e ; but {ttll, after all this when in theſe 
very Scriptures we read ſuch things as we cannot reaſonably ſuppoſe could 
come from any but God himſelf ; this doth in the higheſt degree ſettle and - 
confirm our F2/th. Therefore, as to the main {cope for which this Simi- 
litude was uſed by his Loreſhip, it holds ſtill; but your miſtake lyes, in 
ſuppoſing that the Embaſſadorrs reception depended wholly on his own fin- 
ole [:/t;mony, and that was enough to make any Pr/xce infallibly certain 
that his Letters of Credexce are true, which cannot be, unleſs he knows 
before-hand that Embaſſadour to be infallibly rrue, which 15 impoſſible to be 
ſuppoſed at his firſt reception. Yet this 1s plainly your cafe, that the Scr;- 

tures are to be infallibly believed on the ſingle Teſtimony of the preſet 
Church, which is, to make the Embaſſadour himſelf give authority to his 
Letters of Credence, and ſet hand and ſeal tothem. Whereas the contrary is 
moſt evident to be true. But then, ſuppoſing theſe Credentials admitted, 
the Prince tranſatts with the Embaſſadour, according to that pover which is 
conveyed to him therein. And thus it 151n the preſent caſe : Not asthough 
a Prince treated every Exvoy with equal reſpeQ to an Embaſſadour, no more 
onghg any Paſtors of the Church be received, but according to that power 
and authority which their Credextials, viz. the Scriptures do convey to them. 


We own therefore the 4po/tles as Gods immediate ns, whoſe mira- 


cles did atteſt their commiſſion from Heaven to all they came to; and no 
perſons could pretend ignorance, that this 1s Gods haxd and Seal; but all other 
Paſtors of the Church we look on only as Agents ſettled to hold correſÞondency 
between Godand Us, but no extraordinary Embaſſadours, who mult be look- 
ed on as immediately tranſacting by the Infalble Commiſſion of Heaven, 
When therefore the Paſtor or Paſtors of your Church ſhall bring new Cred:n- 
ztials from Heaven, atteſted with the ſame Broad-ſeal of Heaven, which the 
Apoſtles had, viz. Miracles, we ſhall then receive them in the ſame capaci- 
ty as Apoſtles, viz. ating by an I»fallible Commiſſion, but not till then. By 
which I have given a ſufficient Anſwer to what follows, concerning the 
credit which is given to Chri/f”s Legatsas to himſelf; for hereby it appears 
they are to have no greater authority than their Commmi///on gives them. 
Produce therefore an Infallible Commis for your Paſtors Inf allibility, either 
apart, or conjunttly, and we ſhall receive it ; but notelſe. Whether A.C. 
in the words following, doth in terms attribute Dive and Infallible authori- 
ty to the Church, ſuppoſing it infallibly afſijted by the Holy Ghoſt, 1s very little 
material; for, Whether he owns it or no, it is ſufficient that ir neceſſarily 
follows from his DoCtrine of [zfa//ibi1ity. For, How can the Ch:rch be in- 
fallible by virtue of thoſe Promiſes, wherein Divine Infallioility, you fay, is 


promiſed, and by virtue of which the Apoſtles had Divine Infallibility, and 


yet the Church not to be divizely Infallible ? The remainder of this Chapter, 
which concerns the /#z/c of the Fathers in this Controverlie, will particu- 
larly be conſidered in the next, which is purpolely deſigned for it. 
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The Tudgemrnt of Antiquity enquired into, eſpecially of the three firſt Centre - 


ries; and the reaſons for it. The ſeveral Teftrmonies of Juſtin Martyr, 
Athenagoras, Tatianus, Irenxus, Clemens Alexandrinus, :24 al rhe 
Frthers who writ in vindication of Chriſtian Rel:2ion, manifeſted to concny 
fully with our way of reſolving Faith T. C.*s Aufrers to Vincentius Li- 
rinenſis, 4 Gandavo, ad rhe Fathers producca by his Loviihip, pitifully 
weak, The particulars of his ninth Chapter examined, S. Auguſtine's 
Teſtimony vindicated, T. C.'s nanſeorrs Repetitions ferrt 25 Vaorants to 
il ſevera 1 homes, Hi Loraſhips Confiderations fornd too heavy for 
T. C.*s Auſwers. Tn what ſenſe the Scripture may bs called 1 Precoonitny, 
What way the Jews reſolved thetr Faith. This Controvertc, 2114 ths firſt 
Part, concluded. | 


Aving thus largely conſidered, whatever you could pretend to, for 
H the advantage of your own cauſe, or the prejudice of ours, from 
Reaſon and Scripture ; nothing can be ſuppoſed to remain conſiderable, 
but the judgement of the Pr/itive Chvrch in this preſent Controverſie. 
And next to Scriptureand Rezfoz, I attributeſo much to the ſenſe of the 
Chriſtian Church in the ages next ſucceeding the Apoſtles, that it is no mean 
confirmation to me of the truth of the Prote/taut Way of reſolvins Faith, 
and of the falſity of yours, that Iſce the one ſo exatly concurring, and the 
other ſo apparently contrary to the unanimous Coxſext of Antiquity. For, 
though you love to make a great noile with Antiquity, among perſons 
mcanly converſant 1n1t ; yet thole who do {crioully and impartially en- 
quire into the ſenſe of the Primitive Church, and not gueſs at it by the ſhreds 
of Cit:ti0zs to your hands in your own writers ( which 1s generally your 
way) will ſcarce in any thing more palpably diſcern your jugling and im- 
poſtures than in your pretence to A#tiqrity. I ſhall not here enquire into 
the corruptions crept into your Church under thar 4:/5;/5, but, as occaſion is 
miniſtrcd to me, in the following diſcourſe, ſhall endeavour to p/xct it off, 
but ſhall keep cloſe to the matter im queſtion. Three things then I deſign 


in this Chapter. | : ; | 
1. To ſhew the concurrence of Aztiqriry with us in the reſolution of 


Faith. 

2, Examine what you produce from thence, cither to afſert your own 
way, Or enervate Ours. : | : 

}. Conſider what remains of this Controverſic in your Book. 

1. For the manifeſting the concurrence of 43t;99ity with us ; I ſhall 
confine my preſent diſcourſe to the molt pure and genuine .{-2tiq/tr, keep- 
ing within the compals of the zhree fir/t Cexturies, or at leait, of thoſe who 
have purpoſely writ in vindication of the Chrif/122 Fairh, Not that I do 
in the leatt diſtruſt the conſent of the /zcceediz2 Writers of the Primitive 
Chrch, but upon theſe Reaſons. | x. Becauſe it would be too large a 7.2 
at preſent to undertake, ſince no neceſſity from what you obj-&t, but on- 
Ivy my defire to clear the Tr th, and rectifie the 2rifxtcs of ſuch, who are 
led blindtold under the Pretence ol Antiq #ty, hath led me ro this diſcourſe. 
2. Becauſe in reaſon they could not but underſtand b<!t the ways and me- 
thods uſed by the A4ro/7-s for the perſwading men to the Chriftian Favrh ; 
and if they had mentioned any ſuch thing as an Izf1//rb:/:7y always to con- 
tinue in the Chyrch, thoſe Paſtors certainly who received the care of 
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the C-:r:4 from the Apoſtles hands, coutd not but have heard of it : And 
were ſtrangely toblame if they did not diſcover and make uſe of ir, What- 
ever theretore of truly A4poſtolical 1radition, 1s to be relyced on in ſuch 
cles, mult be conveyed to us trom thoſe perſons who were the 4po/les 
1mm: Acts Succelſors ; and it it can be made manifeſt that they heard not 
of any {tich thing, in that, when occaſion was offered, they are 1o far 
irom menbioning it, that they take ſuch diflerent ways of ſatisfying men, 
which do mamteltly ſuppoſe that they did not believe it. I know. ſome 
of the greatelt Patrons of the Church of Rome, and ſuch who know beſt 
how to manage things with beſt advantage for the intercſt of char Church, 
have made hrttle account of the zhree firſt ages, and confined themſclyes 
within the compals of the forr firſt Conncils, upon this pretence, becauſe 
the Books and H 71ters are 1o rare before, and that thoſe perſons who lived 
then, had no occaſion to write of the matters in Controverſie between 
them and ns. Burt it the ground why thoſe other things which are nor 
determined in Scripture, are tobe believed by us, and practiſed as neceſſa- 
ry, be, that they were Apo/tolical Traditions, Who can be more competent 
"Tudes what was fo, and what not, than thoſe who lived neareſt the Apoſto- 
/tcal times ? and thoſe certainly (if they writ of any thing) could not write 
of any thing of more concernment to the Chriſtiaz world, than the know- 
ledge of {uch things would be ; or at leaſt we cannot 1magine but that we 
{ould find exprels intimations of them, where ſo many, ſo wile, and 
learned perlons do indultriouſly give an account of themſelves, and their 
ſolemn actions to their Heathen perſecutors. But however ſilent they may 
be in other things, which they neither heard, nor thought of, as in the Cu- 
{toms controverted between the Papi/ts and us (which, no doubt, is the 
true reaſon why the zhree firſt ages are declined by Cardinal Perron ) yet 
there is nor the leaſt ſhadow of pretence, why they ſhould be ſilent in thjs 
preſent Controverſie, ſince the great buſineſs of their writings was to vin- 
dicate the Chriſtian Faith, to perlwade the Heathexs to believe it, and to 
manifeſt the grounds on which they were induced to believe themſelves. 
If theretore in this they do unanimouſly concur with that reſolution of 
Faith I have already laid down,nothing can be defired more for the evidence 
and confirmation of the truth ot our way, than that it is not only moſt 
conſonant to Scripture, but built on the truett Reaſoz, and was the very 
lame which the Primitive Chriſtians uled when they gave an account of their 
Faith : Which I ſhall do, not by ſome mangled c7ratons, bur deducing it 
from the ſcope and defign of their writings, and drawing it ſucceſſively 
down fiom rhe fi1{t after the Apoſtles, who appeared in 1/1mdication of the 
Chriſtian Faith. 

I begin with Juſfzz Martyr, who, as Photius faith of him, was dig in 
mM e3veo mvpe TY "ATSOAQY, &T4 ThageTi, OL far from the Apoſtles either in time 
or virtue; and who deing a protelſed Philoſopher before he became a Chr:- 
ffrian, we may in reaſon think, that he was more inquiſitive into rhe 
grounds of Chriſtian Faith, betore he belicved, and the more ableto pive 
an account of them, when he did. Whether therefore we conſider thoſe 
areuments which firſt induced him to believe, or thoſe wherchy he en- 
deavours to perlwade others to it, we ſhall find how conſonant and agree- 
able he 1s to our pronnds of Faith, how far from any wnagination ot tlic 
Churches Infallibility. In the beginning of his excellent D:a/ooue wit! 
Trypho, (it TI may conjeQture) he repreſents the manner of his converſi- 
en in a P/atoxical way, introducing a ſolemn conference between him- 
lelt, and anancient perſon of great gravity, and a venerable aſpett in a 
lolitary place, whither he was retired for his meditations. Per. Hallo: 
is much rroubled who this perſon ſhould be, Whether an Azz in hu- 

mane 
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mane ſhape, or a man 1nmediately conveyed by art Age/ to diſcover Chr7- 
ftranity tO 1m, which when he had done, he was as luddenly carried back 
again. Secultermys (1 luppole trom the ſtory) aſſerts Tuſtin Martyr to be con- 
verted by Dine Revelition. But, if T be nor much miſtaken, this whole 
Confereace iS 80 more thanthe ſetting forth the grounds of his becoming a 
Chriſtian inthe Plitonical mode, by way of Dialogue (and probably the whole 
D:ſpatation with 1 rypho,may be nothing elſe) but; however thar be, 1t1S ap- 
parent {7ypholcoked on him as 4 Platoniſt,by his Pallium, and Juſtia Martyr - 
owns himleltto have been ſo,and therefore it was very congruous for him to 
diſcourle atter the 4cad-mick manner. In which diſcourſe, when Ju/f:2 Martyr 
had {t.od up in vindication of the P/atonick Philoſophy, the other Perſon en- 
deavours to convince him of the impoſſibility of attaining true happineſs 
by any Philoſophy. For when Juſtia had faid, That by Philofophy he came 
to the Kowl:dge of God ; the other perſon demanded, How they could 
know God, who had never ſeen him, nor heard him ? He replied, T hat the 
n Bow WAS wire v6 xar1anam)or, God was only intelligible by our mizds, as Plato 
aid : He again asks, Whether there were ſuch a faculty in the minds of men, as 
to be able to fie God without a Divine Power and Spirit aſſiſting it ? Juſtia ant- 
{wers, that according to Plato, the eve of the underſtanding was [nfficient to 
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aiſcover that there is ſuch a Being, which is the cauſe of all things, but the na- 
ture of it ts izt ſfable and incompreh:n{ible. Upon which he proceeds to en- * 
quire, What relatzon there was between God and the Souls of men, and mhat 
means to come t the participation of him ; after a great deal of diſcourſe on 
which ſubje&t between them, Fſtiz comes at laſt ro enquire, 7frhere were 
z0t truth and certainty in Philoſophy, By whoſe inftruttion, or by what means he 
ſhould come to it ? To which that perſon returns this excellent Anſwer, 


That there had been, a long time ſince, ſeveral perſons 
much eld:r than the reputed Philoſophers , bleſſed men, 
juſt, and lovers of God , ſpeaking by the inſpiration of 
the Divine Spirit , foretelling things which have come 
to paſi ſince, mhom they call Prophets. Theſe only ſaw 
the Truth, and declared it to mn ; neither flattering , 
nor fearina ann, nor conguered with the love of honour : 
1BBut they only ſpake the thinas which they heard and ſaw, 
beins filled with the Holy Spirit. Whoſe Books are ſtill 
extant ; which, whoſoever reads, and afſents to, will find 
himſelf much tmproved in the principles and ends of things, 
and whatever becomes a Philoſopher to know. For, they 
writ not by way of arenment or demonſtration, but, that 
which is abrwe it, they are moſt faithful witneſſes of Truth, 
For the thinss which have, and do come to paſs, dv enforce 
men to believe the Truth of what they ſpake : And not 
6nly (o, but thy are moſt worthy to be believed, for the 
Aras which they wronweht. Moreover, they extol the 
Miuker of the Morld, God and the Father, and declare 
to the World his Son Chriſt : whith the falſe Prophets, 
rho are ated by a ſeducins and impure ſpirit, neither 
have done, mr yet do doe ; but they attempt to ſhew 
ſome tricks for the amazement of men; and cry np the 
evil and decerume ſpirits. But, do thou, above all 
thinss, pray, that the gates of light may be opened to 
thee. For th:ſe things are not ſeen nor underſtood by all, 
but only by them to whom God and Chriſt ſhall grant 
th- knowledge of them. A moſt fignal and remarka- 
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withthe true 20245 and reaſons of Faith, which therefore I have at large 


produced. ' he very reading of which is ſufficient to tell us, How true 
a Proteſtant this, whether Angel or Mar, WAS. When 7a{i:72asked him, 
What [eachers he (bould have to lead him to Truth ; tte tells him, There 
had been long before Phr/eſophers, excellent perſons in the world, called 
Prophas, men every way good, who did nothing tor tcar or favour, or love 
of themſelves. But Ju/tiz might turther ask, How he ſhould come to be inſt ra- 
Hed by them © He tells him, Their Writings were {till extant, wherein were 
contained ſuch things as might hugely fatishe a Phr/o/9pbical mind con- 
cerning the vriom and Principles of things. He mighr ſtill enquire, Hhe- 
ther thoſe thinss were demonſtrated or no, in them? No, he replies; but 
they deſerve aſſent as much, if not beyond any demonſtration; becauſe 
they manifeſt themſelves to be from God, by two things, rhe exact ac- 
co.npliſhment- of the 7?ophecies made by them, and the unparallePd M:- 
racl.s which were wrought by them. But, mizht not the ewil ſpirits work 
{ih thiz2s? No: For, although their falle Prophets may do ſeveral things 
to amaze men, yet they can do no ſuch Miracles as they cid ; beſides, all 
which they do, tends to advance thele ev/ fprrits inthe world ; but the de- 
ſign of the true Prophets, 1s to declare the 7rre God, and his Son Chriſt. 
But, May then any one, by the innate power of his mind, yield a divine aſſent to 
zheſe things? No: but, pray earneſtly to Gcd to enlighten your mind ; for 
this 15 the elett of Divize Grace, inand through Chriſt, What part 1s there 
now of our 7e/o/utioz of Faith, which is not herein aſſerted ? If you ask, 
Why you believe there were ſuch men in the World as theſe Prophets ? 1he con- 
tinuance of their Books and common Fame ſufficiently atteſt it. If you 
ask, Why you ſhould believe them tobe 1 rue Prophets ? The excellency of their 
Do#ftrine, joyned with the fulfilling Prophecies, and working Miracl's, abun- 
dantly prove it. But it you laſtly ask, Whether, beſides objed ive evidence, 
there be not ſome higher efficient requiſite to produce a Divine Faith ; The An- 
{wer is, That depends upon the Grace of God in Chriſt : So that here we 
have moſt evidently all thoſe things concurring, which his Lordſhip ajlerts 
in the re/olnt on of Faith ; Moral inducement preparing the mind, rational evi- 
ance from the thing into which Fazth is reſolved, and Divine Grace requi- 
ſite in the nature of an :Ficreat cauſe. But, Where 1s there the leaſt intima- 
tion of any Churches Infallibility requiſite to make men believe with a firm 
aud Divize Faith? Nodoubt that was a Divine Faith, which J:/tin was 
bid to pray ſo heartily tor, and which was only in thoſe 79 why it wes given ; 
and yet even this Faith had no other aſſurance to build it lelf upon, but that 
rational evidence which 1s before diſcovered. 7 hat Diuiye Purſon never 
rhoueht of mens beltcuing with their Wills, muchl: ſs thit th Books of Scripture 
had 9 more evidence of themſelves, than diſtinetiv of colours to a b1::2d mar; 
he did not thiak Chriſt an Ienoramus or Impoſtor, becarſe he loft no Charch infal- 
(ble, ror that God by the Prophets laid a Foundation upon ſind, or thit would 
{aft bitt a few years, becauſe he did not continue ſich an Infall:ible Aſijtance as the 
Prophets had to the Church in all ages; yet thele are all brave :/ſ:4t:05 of 
yours; which, doubtleſs, you would be aſhamed of, and recant, if you had 
not, as Caſa:box laith of the Perſoz whom you could not teil whether he 
wasa Jeſt or no ( but by that chiratter you might gueſs it) that he had 
fronterm frrream, & cor involutum-; a brow of {tt«l, anda heart full of Mean- 
ders (to uſe your own tine expreſſion. ) Uponthis, J»/f/z tells us, 2 divine 
ardour was raiſ:d in his mind, and a love of the Prophets and ſuch 5 were the 
Friczds of Chriſt, and, upon further conſideration, muny wir erm prnom- 
:iay drpann Tr x, oporery, T fornd this the only certain and profitable Philoſophy 3 
and thereupon commends the Dottrine of Chrift to Trypho and his Comp :- 
z7y tor lomething which was certainly innate to jt, that it had a kind of 

awe 


— ——_— 


Chap. I X. m this Controverſie. 247 - 


" 


awe and majeſty in ir, andis excellent at terrifying and perſwading thoſe 
who were out of the right way, and brings the 1iveectelt tranquillity to 
{ich as are converiant in 1t. And afterwards undertakes to demonſtrate 
the truth of our Religion from the reaſonableneſs of | 
It, thit we have aA0t pelded OuY aſſent to vain and empty Trgzcurt Dd Sf, Tt x evo ewe. 
Fables, wor to aſſertions uncapable of evidence and denon- wo 5t MUbricg fs dre W2d ILTUE 2.0 yu16s 
feration; but to ſuch as are filled with a Divine Spirit , ©,49,, wa. EN 12s. 226 
overflor1ne with Power, and flouriſhing with Grace, And 

accordingly manageth his diſcourſe quite through, ſhewing tle inſuH- 

ciency of the Ceremonial Law, and the Truth and Excellency both of the 

Perſon awd Dottrine of Chriſt. But what need all this, it he had believed 

your Doctrine ? It had been but proving the Chrch Infallible by Motizes 

of credibility ; and then, to be ſure, whatever was propounded to be be- 

heved by it, was /»fall:bly true. Put older and wiſer, it ſeems, muſt hold 

here too; Jrſtiy, though {onear the Apoſtles times, went a much further 

way about : but it was well for him he lived ſo long ago, elſe he mighr 

have been accuſed of H-reſie, or making Faith zxcerrain, if he had lived 

in ourtimes, and ſuch Doctrine of his might have merited an Index Ex- 
purgatorins. : F | 

But, it ſeems, he was not afraid of it then, for he often elſewhere d. 2. 

ſpeaks to tle ſame purpoſe. For, in his Parezeſis to the Greeks, he makes 

it his buſineſs, firſt ro ſhew the »xreaſonablenſs of believing thoſe who 

were the great Authors of all their ſuperſfitions ; for the Poets were mani- 

feltly r:d/culous , the Philoſophers at continual diſſeztions among them- 

ſelves, ſo that there was no relying on them for the finding out of Truth, 

or the redreſs of the miſcries of humane nature ; and then comes to the 

Authours of our Religion, who were both much e/der than any of theirs, pareni p. 9. 
and did not teach any thing of their own heads, nor diſſented from one 

another- in what they delivered, or fought to confute each other as the 
Philoſophers did, but dzmnviiue; & dmoridos, without all jarring and contention, 

they delivered to men the Dotrine which they received from God. For, P 
(faith he) ie was mot poſſible for them to know ſuch © © 
great and divine thines by nature, or humane wit, but hn Fa ds - 1% ras 
by a heavenly gift deſcending from above upon holy mw. #:2v5;, ina. 14 avofſes in 7 yi 
It ſeems, Jrjt/ believed there was ſuch evidence in 75/0 7/#in9t72 wr rnlery Sopcde 
the matters contained in Scripture, which might per-  * 
ſwvade men to believe that they came from God; that they were but as 
inſtruments to that = dv 223x1gy (as he expreſſerh it ) to that Divine Spi- 
rit which did ſtrike upon them; whence, with one conſent and harmony 
they ſound forth the Dod#rine of God, the worlds Creation and Mans, the 
Immortality of the foul, Judgement to come, and all things elſe which are ne- 
cellary for us to know, which they unanimouſly deliver to us, though at 

reat diſtances from each other, both in regard of time and place. And 
panda the Antiquity of the Mritinzs of Moſes above all the 11ſt men of 
the Greeks, by the teſtimony of their own Authours, Pol-mox, Appion, 

Prolomens Mendeſius, and many others, and concludes his diſcourſe with 

this ſpeech, Th.t it is impoſſible for us to know any thing certainly concerning 

God or Religion, but from Divine Inſpiration, which alone was in the Pro- 

hets. In his fir{t Apoloey for the Chriſtians, he tells us what it was, while 
hi was a Platoniſt, which brought him toa good Opinion of Chri/t;axity, 

which was, the obſerving the power and efficacy that Dottrine had upon the ater age: 
Chriſtians to undergo with ſo much courage what was accounted moſt terrible to © © 
hnmAn native (which are, death and torments.) From whence he reaſoned 

with himſelf, that although the Chriſtians were lo much calumniated, yet 

certainly they could not be witious perſons, who were ſo little fearful of theſe 

great 
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great Bug-bears of humane nature. For, Who tis there, that # a lower 0 

pleaſure, or intemperate, or cruel, that can chearfully em- 

Tis 38 priSeres, © Gugarhic, nal dy- brace death, ſo as thereby to be deprived of all his £90K's ? 
bp tires regu p2c3y &y2.4m iyiuiror; And when he ſpeaks of the Dottrine it ſelf of Chijti- 
|" be mtr gt > 97% 7 anity, he fays, It is ſuitable to whatever was zation! 

£UTE SY LILY SERNTH. + 19, | X . 

among the P/atonifts or other Philoſophers, but far more 

> agreeable to it ſelf, and containing much more excellent things than ever 
they could attain to the knowledge of. In his ſecond 4polozy for the Chr;- 
jans to the Emperonr Antoninus Pires, he inſiſts much on the excellency of 
P. 51,62, &c. the Dottrine of Chriſtianity from the Precepts of it, c#a/tity, love of exemics, 
liberality, ſubmiſſion to authority, worſhip of God, &C. Afterwards he proves 

P. 73. the truth and certazaty of all we believe concerning Chriſt trom the exatt ac- 
compliſhment of the Prophecies made concerning him 1 the Old Teftament, 

which diſcourſe he ends with this ſaying. So many and ſo great things being 

OS 2, ſeen, are ſufficient to perſwade men to believe the truth 0 
T# Togo ol 0(wuty es Tei i who ee lavers of truth, and not ſeekers "aro þ 
E1y Tois 1 #AnJis doTa7outrois, Kei (i , &e © 6 1 
p11.0S0787:y, unde vao rabay dg yopt- and under the command of aſſions, Thus we lec, 12 all 
yers, ere, nbys kipogiras dvverme His diſcourſes, where he had the moſt occaſion admini- 
2x 1s bag ſtred to him, to diſcover the molt certain grounds of 
Chriſtian Faith, he reſolves all into the rational evidence of the truth, excel- 

lency, and divinityof the Dottrive which was contained 1n the Scripruves. 

For in his ſecond 0ration to the Greeks, after he had ſpoken highly in com- 

mendation of the Scripture, calling it, T he beſt expeller of all turbulent paſſe- 

ons, and the ſureſt extinguiſher of thoſe preternatural hears 

"Q Tat&y Sewir geyeIdripry. 6 m- 31 the ſouls of men; which (faith he) makes mer not Poets, 
a —_ WEerandy Grd on EArioy. Orat, Philoſophers, nor Orators, but it makes 78% bn; dhard- 
"I Ts, Tos begrss 9:85, dying men immortal, and mortals become 
Gods; and transfers them from the earth, «is Tis vaig Oxupmy its, t0 [ach places 

whoſe confines are far above Olympus; therefore, O ye Greeks, come and be [in- 

ſtrutted; be ye as Iam, for Iwas as youare. And theſe 

T-y97et js Eey7h 74 71s marSeias Whe99 ere the things which prevailed with me, the divixe power 
te (ens BOS and efficacy of the Doitrine, What was it then, I pray, 
that Tuſtin Martyr, of a Philoſopher becoming a Chriſtian, reſolved his Faith 

\_ into? If wemay believe himſelf, it was into the evidence of the Dotrine 

of Chriſtianity, and not intothe Ifallib:lity of any Church. "I he Teſtimony 

of this perſon, Ihaverthe more largely infilted on, both becauſe he was fo 

great a Philoſopher, as well as Chriſtian, and lived 1o near the A4poſtolical 

zimes, Next him we produce Athenagoras as a Philyſopher too,as well as Chri- 

ſtian, who flouriſhed under Antoninus and Commoare, to whom he made his 

Apology in behalf of the Chriſtians, in which he firſt undertakes to maniteſt 

the reaſonableneſof the Doftrine which they owned, the Foundation of it be- 

ing the ſame with that wluch the beſt Philoſophers acknowledged, the exi- 

ftence and unity of the Deity. But (faith he) if we had nothing but ſuch reaſons 

as he had produced, our perſwaſion could ouly be humane; 

Fae? 12 ah eval F neegurov miczmw but the words of the Prophets are they which eſtabliſh our 
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7% bem mydl yori & ti epy ale iEeru- 7pulſe of the Divine Spirit, ſpake that which they were 

P72r uy onoautys Ts 11% T2500 aged to, when the Spirtt nſed them as Inſtruments through 
X21 &VMVTH; 12.09 £j4mvd,7a4 Athenag. ol bo Gato 7 "i + 4p EY 5. 

Apol. p. 5. which he ſpake. Is not herea p an reſolution of Faith in- 

to that Divize Authority by which the m_ ts ſpake? 

and that not as teſtihed by any Ifal:ble Church, but as it was diſcernable by 


P. 51, 52. 


thoſe perſons he ſpake to, for he appeals to the Emperours themſelves con- 
cerning it ; which had been a fond and abſurd thing for him to do, if the 
knowledge of that D:vzze Inſpiration did depend meerly on the teſtimony of 
Chriſf:ns asluch,and were not to be diſcovered by ſome common Principles to 

them 
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them and others. Mauch to the ſame purpoſe 7 atianzs ſpeaks in that elo- 

vent Oration of his againl{t the Greeks, who was Juſtiz Martyrs Scholar ; 
and we ſhall ſee, how agrceable he ſpeaksto him, itf the account he gives, 
how he beca 1.e a Chriſtian. After (faith he) he had abundantly diſcovered 
the vanity of the | h:olo:y, ana Supcr ſtutions of the Greets, he fell to the read- 
ing ſome ſlranze Books, mech elder and more Divine than the Writings of the 
Greek Philoſophers. And tothiſe (ſaith he) TI yielded up my Faith ; for the 
great ſimplicity and plainaſs of the ſtyle, and the freedom | : 
from affect ation which was 13 the writers ; and that evi- pn boy: wingec 51 be a1 jg _ 
Hence and perſpicuity which was in all they writ; and be- lap patbaad poke nt 
caſe they foretold things to come, made excellent promiſes, 13 uteri, noi 3 wervorray 18 
ard manifeltly declared the Monarchy of the World, What kane Kats br vn Oc 

. , : "i" atm xal mi Guy T3 woyarxiriro 

Proteſtant could ſpeak higher of the Scripture, and of Taiamsp. 155. 
thoſe internal 2rozm ats whichare the grounds of Faith 
than / ati intheſe words doth ? Yet we ſee, theſe were the arguments 
which made him relinquiſh rhe Greet learning of which he was a Profgfſor 
at Rome, andbetake himielfto the profeſſion of Chyit;aniry; though he was 
{ure to undergo not only contempt trom the world, but tobe in continu- 
al hazard of his lite by it. That innate ſimplicity of the writings of the Seri- 
g9rare joyned with the perſpicuity of 1t ( if at leaſt thoſe wordsbe rightly 
tranſlated mis 4% miy7 © munozas m3 tvramianaloy by ſermo nuſquam obſcurns, and it 
goth not rather rclate ro the account of the worlds creation, which 1 conje- 
Jure it may do) but however, rhe certainty of the prediftions, the excellen- 
ey of the prom:ſes, and the reaſozableneſs of the Doftrine were the things; which 
by the readine of the Books he was perſwaded to believe them by. But 
al this while we hear nonews of any Churches Infallibility in order to 
Faith. | 

We come therefore to Iremeus, who was omnium doctrinarum curiofiſſinus db. 4. 
explorator, as ' ertullian ſpeaks ofhim, a great ſearcher into all kind of learning, © Valenin. 
and therefore ſurely not to ſeek as to the true account of his Fairh. Whoſe 7 5 
judgement herein , alchough we havehad occaſion to enquire into before , 
yet we have teſtimonies enough beſide to manifeſt his conſent with them. 
And although Irenezs of all the ancient Fathers be looked on as the moſt 
favourable to Trad:tioz, and is moſt cited to that purpoſe in theſe diſpates ; 
yet I doubt nor but to make it appear, that where he ſpeaks moſt concern- 
ing Tradition, he makes the reſol»tion of Faith to be wholly and intirely in- 
to the Scripture : and they who apprehend otherwiſe do either take the 
ztatioas out of him upon truſt, or elſe only ſearch him for the words of 
thoſe citations, and never take the pains to enquire into the ſcope andde- 
fign of his. diſcourſe. For clearing which, we muſt conſider, what the 
ſubject was which he writ of, what the p/ezs of the adverſe party were, what 
way Ireaezs takes to confute them, and to eſtabliſh the Faicrh of Chri- 
{tans as to the matter which was in Controverſhe. The matter in dif. 
pute was this , Lalentinus and Is Scholars, not being contented with 
the /rplicity of the Doitrin? of the Goſpel, and in PI_—_ the better 
to ſuit their 09p:2:0a5 tothe Heathen Mythology, had invented a ſtrange 
Ped:orce of (ods, the better as they pretended to give an account of the 
production of thizzs, and the various arſperſations which had been in the 
worls ; but knowing that the Chri/tiazs did with the greateſt refoluti- 
on adhere to that Do#rine which was delivered by Chr; and his Apo- 
Res, they could not ſuppole that they ſhould embrace theſe fomerts un- 
leſs they could ſome way or other-/xthrr then upon theme. Upon whieh the 
pretended that theſe verv 7/7215 which they delivered were really intended 
by Chr:/f andthe Arotles 10 their writings, but becauſe ſo few were capable 
of them, they gave only ſome 7/2112:at7ons of them there, but delivered 

kk theſe 


——_ ” +- -+=0gvemg 


250 The ſenſe of the Fathers Parr I, 


tm az ng rr a ar ry 


TL LIES OLED AD 


. theſe great »»y//crzes privately only to thoſe who were perfett ; and that this 

was St. Pals meaning when he ſaid, [ ſpeak wiſdom among them that are 

Ten. 1.1 perfect. This Jrenems g1ves us an account of . in the beginning of all his 
p44 E2% ifcourſe : but is more fully expreſſed in rhe original Greek of Irenems 
EDEN Fl preſerved by Epiph ins in the hereſie of the /J/a/catinians, On which 
Epiph.in here]. account alone, as Peravzzs faith, Epiphanius hath well deſerved of Poſerity, 
Valet. for preſerving entire thoſe original Fragments of [rears ; his Greek there- 
in being much more inteli;gible and ſmooth rhan the od harſh Latin wer- 

£20 | ſicn of hum. His words are : Al! which thinns are not 

Tara d7 gzr:tas wh eh gh fg T2 expreſly acclared, in As much as all are xot fit to undey- 
Wh marTas NAQOr Tur Yoow pu ys. Ja ; "<poggi 
5c) 75 Emre od ms Bans fi 2d them ; but are myſteriouſly couched by our Svs- 
perluingat Tels ouriny Suraphoislren. our 13 parables, for ſuch who are able to underſtand them. 
apud Epiph. hzrel. 31, ſeQ. 14. Thus they ſaid, the 30. Foes were repreſented by 
the 3o. years in Which our Saviour did not appear publickly, and by the 

parable of the works in the vineyard in which the 1,346, 9, 11/0475, mak- 

ing up 3o. did again denote their foxes ; and that St. Paul did moſt 

4 expreſly ſignifie them, when he uſed fo often «5 73; ova; 7 a'avor. The 
Daoadecad of /Eoncs by the 12 years at which our Savoy appeared diſputing 

with the DeGors. The raifing of Jarus his daughter of 1 2 years, repreſent- 

ed Achamoth being broyght to light , whole paſſions were ſet forth by thoſe 

words of our Saviour, My Goa, My God, why haſt thou forſaken me, in which 

were three paſiors of Achamoth, Sorrow, Fear, and Deſpair. With many things 

of alike nature ; but hereby we ſufficiently ſee whattheir pretence was,vzz, 

That there were deep myſteries but obſcurely repreſented in Scripture, but whoſe 

: full knowledge was delivered down by an Oral Cabala from Chriſt and his Apoſtles. 
L.1.422 Now we muſt conſider, what courſe Irexers takes to confute theſe preten- 
frons of theirs. Firſt he gives an account what that Faith was, which the 

Church diſperſed up and down the world, received trom the Apoſtles and their 

Diſciples, viz. that thereby they believed in one God, the Father Almighty, 

who made Heaven and Earth, the Sea and all in them, and inone Feſus Chriſt the 

Son of God, &c. which was directly contrary torhe Yalentinian Herefies, 

who ſuppoſed the Supream God and Deminrgus to be different, and ſo Chri- 

Lel-te3 flus $2.1 Salvator, and ſo in others. Thrs Faith which the Church hath received, 
it unanimouſly keeps, though diſperſed through the whole world ; for althoueh the 

Languages be different, yet the Tradition is the ſame among them ;nwhether they live 

i» Germany, France, Spain, the Eaſt, Agypt,Libya,or elſewhere. And af- 

ter in the fn Boak he hath ſhewed the many ditierent opinions of the ſe- 

veral broods of theſe Hereticks ; and in the ſecond diſcovered the fo;rdncf 

and ridiculonſneſs of them ; in his third Book, he undertakes from Scriprure 

to ſhew the fa!ſezx/s of them. And begins with that excellent expreſſion 

L.3.. 11 before cited. For we have not known the aiſpoſitioa ( or economy) of our Sal- 
vation by others than by thoſe, by whom the Goſpel came to us, which they then 

firſt preached, azd after by the will of God, drlivered to rs in writings to be 

the Foundation aud Pillar of our Faith, Whnch being laid down by him 

at his entrance as the grand priaciple on which he goes, wi'l lead us to 

an eaſje underſtanding of all that follows. 'l his therefore, he not only 

aſſerts, but proves. I'or whereas ſome of the {4ver/aries pretended that the 

Apaſt tes preached betore they tully 12d: r/food all they were to k now, he ſhews 

how falſe that was, becauſe aiter Ch-1/ts Reſurrettion from the grave, they 

were endued with the Spirit of God delcending trom on high upon them-; 

and were furniſhed with a perte&t kzowledge by which they went upand 

down preaching the Goſp:/, which all and each of them had the knowledge 

of. Thus Marrhew in the Hbrew tongue ict torth his Goſpel, when Perer 

and Paul at Rowe preached the Goſpr{ and founded a Church ; and after 

their departure Mark , the Diſciple and Interpreter of Peter , writ thoſe 

things 
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things which were preached. Afterwards Job publiſhed. his Grjpct at 
Fohiefies 1 Aſia, And all theſe (ſaith he) delivered to us one God makes of Hea- 
wp and Earth, and one Chriſt his Son. To whom if one | 
moth mot aiſeat, he deſpifeth thoſe who were our Lords com 29s us 205 CO "4 ware 
7 IHIOHS, aid / berefore deſpiſe th ONT Lor A Chri {t 2 LE 4 likes ABT op au: = '==/4=\ bc 
ſe d:ſpſerh the Father, and & condemmed of himſelf; ve- & # al is damatis, nets & pu 
62:24 ph J opp fins h is 0:08 /a Loration ww h fe þ p ll Heretic fo roomy en Jae ,qugd jactunt QHNES WEVEFTCY, 
LLULETES ' & a : Iren. 1, 3, c. 1. 
do. Can any thing be more plain, than that [rex2; 
makes it his defign to reſolve Faith into the writings of Chriſt and his 4po- 
files, and faith, That theſe writings were delivered as « Foundation of Faith 
that the re4/0z2 why the Chriſtians believed but-one Go and one Chriſt, was, 
becauſe they read of no more in the Goſpels publiſhed by them, That he that 
deſpiſeth th. who were our Lords COMPANIONS, deſpiſe himſelf and God, and con- 
demn theiaſelves. He doth not ſay, he that deſpiſeth the /2wfilly fear Paſtors 
of the Church meeting tn General Conncils, nor them who have power to oblige the 
Church to believe as well as the Apoſtles had, as you lay, but evidently mal: 
the obligation to believe, to depend upon that revelation of Gods will, which 
was made by the Apoſtles, and 1s by their writings conveyed down to 
us. Would not the //-2inians have thought themſelves preſently run 
down by ſuch ways of confutation as yours are, that they mult believe 
the preſet Church iaf.dlible mn whatever 1s delivered to be believed to the 
world ? | | 

But doth not Treaes himſelf make uſe of the Chnrches Tradition 15 the $. 
oreat argument to confute them by ? I grant he doth ſo, and it is on that 
very account 7hat hs might confute them, and not lay down the only ture 
Found:tion of Chriſtian Faith. For he gives that reaſon of his doing fo 
in the beginning of the very next Chapter. For, (faith - "0 
he) whez we diſpute againſt them ont of the Scripture, they pond 7 —_— » A _—_ 5 
; 4 , Nt UV WOFTYWIR SEVLPER 4 132 
are turned preſently tO AN accnſing of the Scriptures AS though quaſi non vefte habeant, neq, pot ex aut), Jay's 
they were a2t in all things right, and wanted Authority, and ' - IG _ ſeut dicta, 4pm FO, 
b:.canſe of their ambiguity, and for that truth cannot be ng bp” th ini, += * and 
found ont by them without the help of Tradition. I need 
not ſay, that Ircxexs propheſied of you in this ſaying of his, but it 15 as true 
of you as if he had. Your pretences being the very /4z2e, againlt the Ser;j- 
ptures being the rule of Faith, with thoſc ot the Waleatinians ; only thast 
you deny not the rh of what is therein contained, for otherwile the waz 
of Authority in themſelves, the ambiguity of them, the rmpoſſibility of kwowmo 
the ſenle of them without Tradition , are the very ſame arguments which 
with the greateſt pomp and oftentation are produced by you againit the 
Scriptures being the Rule whereby to judge of Controverſies, Which we 
have no more cauſe to wonder at, than Ireaexs had ih the Valentiarans, be- 
cauſe from them we produce our oreateſt arguments againſt your foad opinthas. 
Now when the //a/eztizians pretended their great ru/v was on oral [ 7.1d/t:- 
on, Which was conveyed from the Apoſtles down to them ; to this Irexe- 
zz5 oppolerh the conſtant Tradition of the Apoſtolical Churches, which in a 
continued ſucceſſion was preſerved from the Apoſtles tr7mes, which was 
the ſame every where among all the Churches, which every one whio de- 
fired it, might eaſily be ſatisfied about ; becaule hey conld nimocr then, 
who by the Apoſtles were appointed Biſhops in Churches, 24:4 ne bole! comm oh 
their ſacceſſors, unto our own tt Mes who 4 aught nO ſuch intituts fant Epif-o08 &s Ei:1of 4 bh fo . 
thins, wor ever knew any ſuch thing as they madly faxcy to ceffores eorum ſq; ad nos, qui 11101 fie do- 
themſelu s. We lee then his appeal to [raditioz was prnS ty us. © quale ab 145 de- 
only in a matter of fact, Whether ever any ſuch 
thing as their opinion which was not contained 1n Scripture, was deli- 
vered to them, by the Apo/#lzs or no, 7. - Whether the Apoſtles lett any 
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oral Traditions in the Churches which ſhould be the rule to interpret Scr;- 
ptures by, or no? And the whole defign of 1rezews is toprove the contrary, 
by an appeal to all the Apoſtolical Churches, and particularly by appealing to 
the Roman Church, becaule of its due fame and celebrity in that Age where- 
in Irene lived. So that Irene appealed to the then Romaz Church, even 
when he ſpeaks higheſt in the honour of it, for ſomewhat which is funda- 
mentally contrary to the prerenſions of the xow Roman Church. He then ap- 

ealed to it, for an evidence againſt ſuch oral Traditions which were pre- 
tended to be left by the Apoſtles asa rule to underſtand Scripture by ; and, 
were it not for this ſame pretencenow, what will become of the Authority 
of the preſent Roman Church ? \ 

After he hath thus manifeſted by recourſe to the 4po/tolical Chnrch:s that 
there was no ſuch 7radition left among them, 1t was very reaſonable to infer 
that there was none ſuch at all; for they conld not imagine, if the Apoſtles 
had deſigned any ſuch Tradition, but they would have communicated it to 
thoſe famous Churches which were planted by them, and it was abſurd to 
ſuppoſe that thoſe Churches who could ſo eaſily derive their ſucceſſion from 
the Apoſtles ſhonld 1n ſo ſhort a time have loſt the memory of fo rich a trea- 
ſure depoſited with them, as that was pretended to be ; from whence he 
ſufficiently refutes that unreaſonable imagination of the Yaleatizians. W hich 
having done, he proceeds to ſettle thoſe tirm grouzds on which the Chriſti- 
ans believed 1n oze God the Father, and in oze Lord eſis C hrift, which he 
doth by removing the only Objection which the Adverſarics had againſt 
them. For when the Chri/t:azs declared, the main reaſox into which they 
reſolved their Faith as to theſe principles, was, Becauſe no other God or 
Chriſt were revealed in Scripture, but them whom they believed, the Valen- 
tinians anſwered, this could not be a ſufficient fourdation for their Faithon 
this account, becauſe many things were delivered in Scripture, not accor- 
ding to the truth of the things, but the judgement and opinion of the perſons 
they were ſpoken to. This therefore being ſuch a pretexce as would deſtroy any 
firm reſolution of” Faith into Scripture, and mult neceſſarily place it in Tradit:- 
on; Irene concerns himſelf much to demonſtrate the contrary, by an o/ten- 
fron (ashe calls it ) that Chriſt and the Apoſtles did all along ſpeak according to 
truth, and not according to the opinion of their anditors, which is the entire 
ſubje& of the fifth Chaprerof his third Book, Which he proves firſt of Chrif, 


- becauſe he was Truth it ſelf, and it would be very contrary to his natureto 


ſpeak of things otherwiſe than they were, when the very deſign of his 
coming was to direct men in the way of Truth. The Apoſtles were perſons 
who profeſſed to declare zruth to the world, and as //zht cannot communicate 
with darkneff, 1o neither could 774th be blinded with ſo much f2/ſhood as that 
opinion ſuppoſeth in them. And therefore neither our Lord nor his 4poftles 
could be ſuppoſed to mean any other God or Chriſt than whom they decla- 
red. For this (faith he) were rather to increaſe their ienorance and confirm 
them in it, than to cure them of it ; and therefore that Law was true which 
pronounced a cxrſc ox every one who ted a blind man out of his way. And the 
Apoſtles being ſent for the recovery of the loſt ſight of the blind, cannot be ſup- 
poſed to ſpeak to ex according to their pre/ezt opinion, but according to the 
z2anifeſtationof truth. For, what Phyſician intending to cure a Paticyt, will 
do according to his Patients deſire, and not rather what will be beſt fer him ? 
From whence he concludes, Since the defi of Chriſt and his Apoſtles was 
not to flatter but to cure mens ſouls ; it follows, that they did not ſpcakto 


them, according to their former op/z70, but according to ruth without all 
hypocriſs: and arllrn.ilat '02. From whence it follows, that if Chriſt and his 
Apoſtl-s did {peak according to truth, there 1s then need of no Oral Tra- 
dition for our underſtanding Scripture,and conſequently the reſolution of or 
Fait 
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Faithas to God 23d Chriſt, and proportionably as to other objeRts toe belie- 
ved, is not into any Tradition pretending to be derived from the Apoſtles, 
but into the Scriptures themſelves ; which by this diſcourſe evidently appears 
to have been the judoement of Ireneru. 
The next which follows, is C/exzens of Alexandria who flouriſhed 4. D. &$.6. 
196. whom St. Hierome accounted the moſt learned of all the writers of the Hina. o ad 


Church : and therefore cannot be ſuppoſed ignorant in ſo neceſſary a part of 
the Chriſtian Dottrine as the Reſolution of Faith is. And if his judge- 
ment may be taken , the age are the only certain Foundation of 
Faith ; for in his Admonitionto the Geptites after he hath with a great deal 
of excellent learning derided the Heathen Superſtitions, when he comes to give 
an account of the Chriſtians Faith, he begins it with this pregnant Teſtimo- 
ny to our purpoſe. For (faith he) the Sacred Oracles 
affording us the moſt manifeſt grounds of Divine worſhip, K $u yenoued, Th tl; rl $:00Ctay 
are the Foundation of Truth. And fo goes on ina high 4 <2:ewas evapyirare merreiverres; 
. ] . : 4411898 Thy &Afeny, Clem, Alex- 
commendation of ghe Scr;prare, as the moſt compendions T1goretn). 9:50. cd. Parif. 
direttions for happineſs, the beſt [»/titutions for govern- 
ment of life, the moſt free from all vain ornaments, that they raiſe mens ſouls 
up out of wickedneſs, yielding the moſt excellent remedies, diſſwading from the 
greateſt aeceit, and moſt clearly Incouragine Foa foreſeen happineſs ; with more 
of the ſame nature. And when after he perſwades men with ſo much Rhe- 
torickand earneſtneſs to imbrace the Scriptures iramnlautars mic dneals with the 
greateſt readineſs, he gives this as the reaſon of it, that fo they might | 
& ayvais Eevodby ey Tails Juyals 3 xd, entertain God in chaſte 
ſouls. For the Word t that light to men, by which we ſee v5; 55 xiy@ ardedron, If frara- 
God : and ſoon after ſpeaking that the defign of Religion 940% # 94%. p. 55. 
is to make men /ike to God as much as poſſible, he adds, 
That truly they are the Sacred Scriptures which make men 
Holy and Deifiemen, i.e. by Aſſimilation. Andin that 
large and eloquent * arte which follows, wherein he perſwades men to 
the forſaking their old cuſtoms and embracing Chri/tianity, all the arguments 
heuſeth are drawn from the Scriptures, and not ſomuch as the leaſt -menti- 
on of any Infallible Enſurancer of their truth and authority, but ſuppoſeth the 
evidence he produceth, ſufficient to perſwade them to the belief and love of 
them. Inthe firſt of his Szromara, he proves the 7ruth of the Scriptures by 
the much greater antiquity of them than any of the Greek learning. In the 
ſecond, where he particularly enquires into the zatyre 
and grounds of Faith, he hath this expreſſion, He there- 
fore that believes the Sacred Scriptures, having a firm 
Judgement doth receive the voce of God who gave the 
Scriptures, as an impregnable demonſtration. (Although | | 
the text be commonly Printed without the comma between t#;or and amfetir, 
yet the ſenſe and context makes it evident that it ought to be there, and ac- 
cordingly Sy/burgizs gives intimation of it in his zotes, and Gentian Herwet 
inthe tranſlation as reviſed by Hei»ſius applies the demonſtration to what 
follows, but very weakly joyns dvaymppurey With xeiorv and not with amdeitiy, 
and ſo renders it firmum habens judicium cui contradict nequit, whereas 1t is 
_ plain that he intends to give an account what that foundation 1s, which Faith 
doth ſtand on. ) And after having madea large diſcourſe concerning the 
nature of Faith comparing the judgement of Ph/oſophers concerning it, he 
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conciudes with this ſaying, That zt is an abſurd thing for 
the jull»wers of Pythagoras to ſuppoſe that his iple dixit was 
inſteaz of 1 acmonſtration to them; and yet thoſe who are the 
lovers of tr:th not to believe the ſure teſtimony of our only 


Saviour 2nd God, but to exatt proofs of him of what he ſpake. Wherein he diſco- 
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vers that Chriſtianity requires from men no unreaſonable thing in expetting 
aſſent where no ſuch kind of proots as thoſe uled by Philoforhiys arc ; bur 
if the Eprcureazs did fuppole lome kind of azticipatioiz necellary to know- 
ledge, it the Pythigoreans relycd On lnthority , if Heraclitis qua rrelPd 
with ſuch .z5 contd merther hrar nor ſpeak, i.e. Tuch as neither had Autiority 
themſelves, and yet would ze/y on none ; it could not be judged any a{;r4 
thing that Chr/t:anity did require ſuchan afſezt to what Chrift delivered, 
eſpecially conſidering that he was a&ms@, 7.e, that he diſcovered /affri- 

eat reaſoa why he was to be believed in whatever -he 

Tir: 7:invn 57a nicet3 nf ants £- fpake. And thence elſewhere he ſays, That Faith is a 
CT Bom © k P54 -—>gs fare demonſtration, becauſe truth follows whatever is deljoe- 
red from God. And when he gives an account what 

that zrze knowledge is which the Chriſtian hath, he ſhews whar things are 

requiſite to it; two things Kowledze ſuppoleth Cimer and tugerrs, engqui- 

ry and diſcovery ; the Enquiry ({aith he) 7 az impulſe of rhe mind for the lind- 

ins out of ſomethins by ſome fiens which are proper to it ; Diſcovery, is the 

end and reſt of enquiry, which lyes in the compreheaſion of the thing, which 

7s properly Kpzowledoc. Now the ſigns by which things are diſcovered, are e- 

ther precedent, concomitant, or ſubſequent. All theſe he 

Ti; Toiruy ed 023 CnTiggne, d'geo16 ui thus applies to the Scriptures. 1 he diſcovery, as the end 
dog 4 y = me __—_ "rh #) of our enquiry after God, is, the Dottrine delruvered by his 
6:5, af 75 mo myachues Þ azeeriasdurs 0B 5 but the ſigns whereby we know that he was the Son 
a=g22n7CizagTs Toy KngSeruTer dh 72 ove of God, precedent , are the Prophecies declaring his co- 
einer] : 4 La yo ap'y th opt Ours ming * concomitant, were the Teſtimonies Concerning his 
anv Knguar ol Ts #24 £122.1Gs ea birth : ſubſequent, are thoſe Miracles , which were pub- 
mie Serbia tore einen 52 Hſhedy and manifeſtly ſhemed to the world after his Aſee 
Sid 6-4 v2 18 0:5. Strom. 5. p. 674. ſion. Therefore the peculiar evidence that the truth is 
with ws, ts, that the Son of God himſelf hath tanght us, 

A place not fo clear in it ſelf, as miſerably involved through tlie oſci- 

tancy of the Latiz Interpreter, 1n which it 1s plain, that Clers doth 

exactly, according to all 74t70z4l principles of knowledge, give anaccount of 

the prounds of Chriſtian Faith; the main principle of which, is, the 49- 

&rine delivered by Chriſt ; which, that it ought to be aſfented to, appears 

by a full comcyrreace of all thoſe ſiexs which are necellary inexquiries; here 

arethe greateſt precedent ſions (Prophecies, made ſo long belore, exaCtly ac- 
compliſhed in him) the /ulle/t concomitant fizns (mn the many wonderful things 

which happened at his coming 1n the world) and the cleareſt /zb/eqrert ſirns 

by thole great and uncontrouled xz/racles, which were wrought in the 

world after his 4ſceafion ; all which put together do evideatly prove that he 

was the Son of God who aelivered this doftrine to ns, and therefore deſerves 

our moſt firm aſſent in whatever appears to be his Word, Can any thing then be 

more apparent than his reſo!ut:04 of Faith into the rational evidence of Chriſt's 

being the Son of Goa, which is maniteſted to us not by the Infallible reſtiniony 

of any Church, but by the 1nfallible ſizzs of it which were precedext to, at- 

tendaxt on, and conſequent to his appearance in. the 

Fins 5 x02 37 NadTave, þ nam world, If therefore ich he ) accordize to Plato, truth 
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Tauar Slee times be oe Enbras ae? 047 only be learned, either from God, or thoſe who are come 
7 Foirgv ALY 19 To (ap VER EE ONS STS from him , we #84) quſtly boaſt that we learn the truth 
7 SAnvers ev ytuy, on MUSare VR, 0% Ts fromthe Son of God, takins the Te [{impaies out of thoſe 
th 5 TEE . TEMA very [4 T6 TVYTOV) S 'd ( ls } - [, _ 7 2 / , ; 
{ns 1: ds 221 74tarithrJur. Ps 67 5. acred Oracles , which were firſt Prophefied and then 
fally declared, vis. by accompliſhment. The main 

ground of Faith then, is ſuch as the wileſt Philoſophers did admit of, 

Viz. that whatſoever God ſaid i true, and none can deliver 7ruth but ſuch 

as come from him, on which account there is —y left, but evidence 

that he in whom we believe was the So of Cod), whichis abundantly ma- 

niteſted 
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nifeſted by tie zcco-ppliſhniont of thoſe Prophecies 1 him which were made 
fo long before. After which he aiſputes againſt the fame ſort of Heretichs 
which Irenz:s did, and upon the {ze primciples, viz. that whaterer Gor i £25,599: 
or Chriſt thought neceſjary for us to kno? or believe, ts conſraned to us in the S* 
writings of the Prophets and Apoſtles ; and thence he Cites that 0:t of Peters 
zipuyue (2 Book I ſuppoſe then extant under that name) #&y drd;ypapis 20- 
thing without the written word, where was the unwritten word then ? And 
in that end of the Book diſcovers the weakneſs of Philoſophy, becauſe it 
came from meer men; but men, as men, are noſuſuient teachers when they 
ſpeak concerning God. For (faith he) man cannot ſpeak 
etib;geus things becoming God ;, for being weak and movr- 
tal he cannot ſpeak as he ought of a Being infinite and 
immortal, nor he that is the work of him who made it ; beſides he that can- 
not ſpeak truth concerning Himfelf, how much lefs is he to be believed con- 
cerning God ? For as much as 'man wants of Divine fower, ſo much muſt his 
ſpeech fall ſhort of God, when he diſcourfeth of him. For © 
mans ſpeech is naturally weak and unable to expreſs God ; fans 697+ —_—_—— aiy@,y 
not only as to his eſſence, but as to his power and works ; OT 
thence he concludes a neceſſity that. God by his Spirit muff diſcover himfelf” to 
men, which revelation he proves to be only extant among C hriſtians, becauſe 
of the many Dyvine reftimonies that Chriſt was the Son of God, becauſe the 
knovvl-doe that came by him was ſo remarkably diſperſed abroad in the world, 
and did prevail, notwithſtanding all oppoſition and perſecution. For ( ſaith 
he ) .th2 Greek Philoſophy if any ordinary Magiſtrate forbid it did preſently ſink; 
but our doftrine hath been forbid from its firſt publiſhing, by the Kings and 
Potentates of the earth, who have uſed their utmoſt induſtry to deſtroy both us 
and that together, but ſtill it flouriſh:th, and the more for its being perſecuted ; 
for it dyes not like a hamane doitrine, nor periſheth like a 
weak gift. Thus welce thathe inſiſts on rational evidence m_ nc f aterr A. may arJevTien 
as the great and ſufficient teſtimony into which our ,,,.5:9 foe. p. cas, 
Faith ts reſolved as to the being of a Divine Revelation. 
In his next Boot he anſwers ſome objeCtions of the Heathens againſt be- 
lievins Chriſtianity, of which the chiefeſt was, the 4:ſenſio among the 
Chriſtians, wherein ( if ever) he had an opportunity to declare what : 
the certain rulc of F:ith 1s, and what power God hath left his Church for | 
determiiing watte:s tobe believed by us. But for want of underſtanding 
this »ec {[iry fo:ndation of Faith, viz. the Churches Infallibility, he is fain to 
anſwer this objection jult as a Proteſtant would do. 1. If this were an areu- £753, 8. 
ment againſt truth, the objetfors had none themſelves, for both Jews and Greeks | 
bad bereſics among them. 2. The very coming of h-reſies was an argum:nt of the 
rruth of Scripture, becauſe that had expreſiy foretold them. 3. This argument 
doth not hold any where elſe, therefore it ſhould not in reaſon h:re, viz where 
there is any diſſent there can be n0 certainty ; for though Phſicians affer much 
from one another, yet Patients are not thereby diſcouraged from ſeckins to them for 
cure. 4.t h:s {now d only make men uſe more care and dulicence in the ſcarch and ons 
quiry after truth ; for th-y will ftad abundant recomp-nce for their ſearch in the 
pleaſure of [124717 truth, Would any onr ſay, becauſe two avples are offered to htm, 
th: one a rcal fruit, th? ot9:7 made of wax, that therefore he will meddle with 
neither ; bit rather tht th» 997 to fe more care to diftiznuiſh the one from the 
other? If there b- bit on: hich vav an! many by-paths which tead to precipices L 
revers, or the Sea, W311: not go mih- high vay bees ſo thero are ſuch falls onos? 
bat rather 30 tn it with the jove care, ant ot the exaiteff krortedre of it he 
can, Doin a Urdeacr caſt of the care af h.; Gard:s bocarſe weeds £709 zÞ 
with his 65% or rather, dt he at uſe the more 61l:oence t0 drſl128n:1Þ 
ore from toe other ! So oncht wo to do rw diſceritins truth. e.\ That all thoſe 
rhy 
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who ſeriouſly enquire after truth may receive ſatisfaction. Ior either mans 
mini is capable of evidence, Or it is not ; if al, it wt0n0 purpoſe to trouble 
G11Y [elves with av thing of knowledge at all g tf it be, thea we muſt deſcend to 
particular queſtions, by which we :4y demnouſftratively leary 
Amo Seibeor 5 ion dogg wh oy ret foln from the Scriptures how the herefies fell off from them: 
. bee 4.7%: Cnougeagatet Fra Tar + 2" 1 that the moſt exatt knowledge 1s priſerved in truth 
@07 M12) JRytry Sid can] inwe. 07 WE 12K : : » » 
© 7460 1M0@s o; aleeoats, BCP. 755 Alone, and the ancient Church. It then Heoreftes muſt be 
| demonſtratively confured out of Scr/ptures, what then 
doth he make to be the rule to judge of Controverſies, but only them? 
For what he {peaks of the axczent Church, he ſpeaks of ir as in conjunttion 
with zr«th, and in oppoſition to thoſe novel Hereſizs of the Baſilrdians and 
Vaileatinians. For, that he doth not at all appeal to the judgement of any 
Church much leſs the preſent, as having any infallibility whereon men ought 
to rely in matters of Faith, appears likewiſcby his tollowing words. But 
thoſe (faith he) mho are willing to tmploy themſelves is 
"Av 61 maveiy ron or En 1 moins ictiees the moſt excellent things , will never give over the ſearch 
 @x9Teegy Smenooy Jura x5 1h rule OO pp 2þh, till they have recerved a demonſtration of it 
ar, atiray T'w 2 Sat and fd Ad RES | 
fort % yeagos. I. ib. from the Scriptnres themfelves. Here we ſee, the la 
ri {olution of aſſeat, is into the SECrIprures themſelves , 
without any the leaſt mention or intimationot any [z/allib:lity in the Charch, 
either to deliver, or interpret thoſe Scriptures tous: And after, gives the 
true account of Herelies, viz. mens not adhering to the Seriptures. For 
(ſaith he) they muſt meceſſarily be deceived in the preatef 
Eedve $2 39 avdiynn weyice TH Yi things who undertake them, unleſs they hold faſt the Rule of 
or tee raped FS Truth, mhich they received from Trath it ſelf. And 
E994 This ddnfeiag. Id. ps 756+ in this following diſcourſe he goes as high as any 
Proteſtaats whatever ( even ſuch who ſuppoſe the 
_— to be principinm indemonſtrabile, by any thing but it ſelt) tor he 
makes the Do&rize delivered by Chriſt, to be the Principle of our Faith, and 
we wake vſe of it ( (aith he) to be our xprize? fo find out other things by. 
"> FER PE OTEg But, whatever is judged, is not believed till it be judp- 
7 KpIYepa8 VC 5 Fav £110, F150 TRI Mes 0g CORES. | | 
birer* os 780" do mh pints Sl cd, therefore that can be no Priniiple which ſtands in 
payer * eikiTws Tohvus ago wen br14; med of being judzed. Tuſtly therefore when we have by Faith 
n ata a FR Load ey key © ae received that indemonſtrable Priuciple : and | from the 
ces Tis #65» hafbrres navy Kver's men Principle it ſelf uſed demonſtrations concerning it ſelf, we 
" "oe T Ny $713Y@009 GAS”. ops by the VoIce of our Lord inſtructed 'n the knowledge of 
I'D 425 hk Truth, Nothing can be more plain in what he faith, 
than that, if there were a higher «4:7/g-2y than Scripture (as there mult be, 
if weareto reccive it onthe account of the Churches Infallible 'leſtimony ) 
the Scripture could not be call'd the Prixciple of our Faith, but when were- 
ceive the Scripture, the evidence we have that 1t 15 our Przc/ple mult be 
fetched frorz 4 ſelf; and therefore he does here 1n terms(as expreſs as may be) 
reſolve the belief of Scripture into internal arguments, and makes it as much a 
Principle ſuppoſed as ever his Lordſhip doth. And immeciately atter, when 
he propoſeth that very Queſtion, How this ſponld be proved to others, Weex- 
| peet rot (faith he) apy proof from min, but we prove the 
Ci TI 5 Sroporry eyentro © W0T'" rl1;c, (onobt for by the Mord of Godwhich is more worthy be- 
£1410, FJ, 16 Ti Nutr n JON TH LEND AST | \ | SY ' 
To Jnr zey97 *1 T4740 a Tod cnt ov = þ lirf than any demonſtration, wel rath ſj mh: is Fe oauly oh 
yore 1, 0,2 6: 5, n phy No Cf: 8 mn9%[[ration, by the knowledae of which, theſe rho hatwve tait- 
ng en nt F bk OY ea nf the Scripture alone becoine belirorrs, Canany one 
ColliSV;L Ort) TAV 5 042% T4S Gs Nb. ; , . "i 
| .- who reads theſe words ever imagine, that this many 
ſpeaksMike one, that laid, That the S7riprures of th: wmſelus appear 1 more 
to bf Gods Wore, than arjtinction of colours to a bliza may © How much be- 
yond the [at tian, aud Baſtlidinns would Clans have accounted fo 
great a maanc{s? who lo plainly aſſerts thic Scriptures 10 be proved on 
[etwes, 
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{clves, and that not caſ#ally, or in the heat of argument ; But leſt we ſhould 
not throughly apprehend his meaning repeats it again 11 theſame page, 
ia" aver oe} aumoy 7 yourey Tos EmdernyuTes , perfectly demonſtrating the 
Scriptures by themſelves. And are nor all theſe Teſtimonies of ſuch perſons {0 
near the Apoſtolical times, luticient to acquaint us what the 9roxzads of the 
Reſolution of Faith were inthe Chriſtian Church ? whenall of them do fo una- 
nimouſly fix onthe Scripture, and not ſo muchas mention the Infallible Tejt- 
mones of any Chrch, much lels the Rozzavz, Much more might be cited 
out of this excel{ezzt Author to the fame purpoſe, particularly where he re- 
fates the /Valeztin/ans, who deſerted the Scriptures, and pleaded '[radstion : 
- but the Teſtimonies already produced are fo plain, that it will be to no pur- 
pole to produce any more. | | . 
It were ealie to continue an account of the {2 grounds of Faith , "7's 
through the ſucceeding W7:ters of the Chriſtian Church, who have deſign- ** ** 
edly writ on that ſubject, 1n vindication of Chri/tiaz Religion, which they 
unanimouſly prove to be D:v:ze, chiefly by theſe Aro um ts ; from the un- 
doubted Miracles which were wrought by Chriſt, and his Apoſtles, from the 
exact fulfilling of Prophecies, and the admirable propirution of the Chriſti:n 
Dodtrine; all which are particularly infilted on by Ori74 again{t Ceiſzzs ; by 
Tertullian, inIis Apologetich, adver ſits Seapulim, andelſewhere; by Minucizes 
Felix, Arnobins, and Lattantins ; not to mention Exſebirs in his Books of 
preparation and demonſtration Evangelical, Cyril's Anſwer to Tulianand others. 
(But, having elſewhere more fully and largely conſidered that ſubje&; Ira- 012i ſarre: 
ther chuſe to refer the Reader to what hath been there handled already, than "77050168 
to tire his patience with either repeating the ſame, or adding more Teſtimo- 
nies tothe ſame purpoſe.) Only that which is moſt pertinent to our pre- 
ſent purpoſe, I ſhall here add, Whether is it credible that thoſe per- 
ſons who fully underſtood the Dottrize of Chri/#i1nity, who were themſelves 
rational and :29ui{itive men, and writ for the-ſatisfaction not only of /abr/e 
adverſaries, but of doubting and ſfaogering Chriſtians, ſhould ſo unanimouſly 
agree in inliſting on the ev:dexce of matter of fact, forthe truth of the thing 
delivered in Scripture, and the fore-mentioned A4ronments for the Divinity 
of the Doctrine therein delivered, had it not been the judgement of the 
Church they lived in, that the reſolution of Faith was into thote grounds on 
which they inſiſted ? And 1s 1t again credible, that any of thera ſhould 4e- 
lieve the 7 eſtimony of the Church to be necellary as 7zfallible, in order to a 
Divine Faith, and that withour it, the Scriptures could not be believed as 
Divize, and yet in all their d;ſpates with the Ger!7les concerning the Do- 
drine of Chriſtianity, and with ſeveral Herctichs (as the Marcioniſts, Ec.) 
concerning the Books of Scripture, upon no occation ſhould mention this 
grand Palladium of Faith, viz. the Infallibility of the preſent Church * And 
{iftly, Ts 1t credible, that when in our modern Controverſies men do evident- 
ly maintain fadZ07 and ztereſf, more than the common Principles of Chriſt:- 
anity(that he mult be b/:zcr than one that can ſee mo diſtinition of colours, that 
doth not diſcern on what account this /zfa//:bi/ity 1s now pretended) Is it, I 
lay, credible, thata Do##rize pretended fo neceſſary tor our believing Scy-- 
ptures with Divine Faith, ſhould be ſo concealed ; when it ought, tor the 
honour and z#tcreft of Chriſtianity, tohave been moſt divulged ? Which now 
only in theſe /:5# and wor? 77es 15 challenged by an vſzrp/z9 52rty in the 
Church as left by Chri#t himſelf (when no other evidence.can be given of it, 
but what was commontoall zges of the Church) as belonging to fucha party 
under the pretence of the Catholick Church, which doth ſo apparently uſe it 
only to uphold her pretended 4:thopity, and fo makes it ſerve to the wortt 
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Having thus far conſidered what the judgement of thoſ2 Fathers was 
concerning the re/o/ution of Faith, who lived nearett the Apoſolical times ; 
I ſhould now come to conſider what you can produce out of 4;r:9z4t;, for 
your Churches Infallibility, or more generally, for any infallible 1 eftimony 
{uppoſed in the Catholick Church (whatever that be) in order toa Toundation 
for Divine Faith: But you very prudently avoid the: Teſtimonies of Ant: 
quity in ſo neceſſary a ſubje# as this is ; for, thole Teſtimonies mentioned in 
the foregoing Chapter, in explication of Matth. 28. 20, taking them, as 
you have in lo loole and careleſs a manner produced them, make nothing at 
all for the Churches Infallible Teſtimony ; but only aſſert that which is nor de. 
nied,that there ſhall always be a Chr:t:an Church in the world. Our only re- 
mainine task then, as to this,is, to examine in what way you ſeek to enervate 
the Teſtimonies produced by his Lordſhip out of Aztiquity, which you doin 
the latter part of Chap. 8. tis Lordſhip had truly ſaid, 7 hat thes method 
and manner of proving the Scripture to be the Word of God, which he nfeth, us 
the ſame which the ancient Church ever held, namily Tradition, or Eccleſiaſti- 
cal Authority firſt, and then all other arguments, but eſpecially imternal from the 
Scripture it ſelf. For which he cites, firſt, 7he Church iz S. Auguſtine's 
time. He was no enemy to Church-T radition (laith his Lordſhip) ver nhep he 
world prove that the Author of the Scripture (and ſo of the whole knowledge of 
Divinity, as it is ſupernatural) is God in Chriſt, he takes this as the all-ſufficient 
way, and gives four proofs all internal to the Scripture. 1. The Miracles, 
2. 1hat there is nothins carniN in the Doftrine. g. That there hath been 
ſuch performance of it. 4+ That by ſuch a Dottrine of Humility, the whole 
world almoſt hath been converted. And whereas ad muniendam tidem, for 
the defending of the Faith, and keeping it entire, there are two things requiſite, 
Scripture and Church-Tradition, Vincent. Lirinenſ. places authority of 
Scriptures firſt, and then Tradition. And ſince it i apparent, that Tradition 
# firſt in order of time, 1t n:uſt neceſſarily follow, that Scripture ts firſt in order 
of nature, that is the cbief' npon which Faith reſts and reſolves it ſelf. To 
this, (aſter you have needleſly explained his Lord{hips opinion in this Con- 
troverlic) you begin to anſwer thus ; He cites firſt Vincentius Lirinenfis, 
l. 1.c. 1. who makes our Faith to be confirmed both by Scripture and Tradition 
of the Catholick Church. But, Are not you like to be truſted in citing Fa- 
thers who doubly talſife a Teſtimony of your adverſaries, when you 
may be ſocaſily diſproved? For 1. Youtell us, he cites that f-/#, which 
he produceth /aff. 2. You cite that as produced by him for the Fouzdaci- 
on of Faith, which he expreſly cites for the preſervation of the Dottrine 
of Faith; 1o he tells you ad municndam fidem, cc. Can any thing be 
more plain and obvious to any one who looks into that diſcourſe of Yizcer- 
71115, than that he makes it not his buſineſs to give an account of the ee 
rel Foundations of Faith as to the Scriptures being Gods Word, but of the 
particular Do&rmes of Faith, in oppolition to the Hereſtes which ariſe in 
the Church. Sothat all that he ſpeaks concerning Scripture, is not about 
the authority, but the ſexſc and 7aterpretation of it. Tt therefore I ſhould 
grant you, that he ſpeaks of Chriſti» and Divize Faith, What is this to 
your purpole, unleſs you could prove that he ſpeaks of that Dizye Faith, 
whereby we believe the Scripture to be the Word of God. But yet your 
argument 15 very good to prove, that he ſpeats not of any h:mane fallible per- 
ſwafpon, but trac Chriſt:an Divine Faith ; for he oppoſes it to Hereſie, and calls 
it fond Faith, and his Faith. Tt ſeems then, whatever Faith is ſound tor 
the -atrcy of it, 15 preſently Chriſtian, Divize, and Infallible ; and fo, 
whoſoever believes any thing which is materally zxze, in oppoſition to 
Hereſi.s, necds never tear as long as he doth ſo, for according to you he 
bath Chz//tian and Iafallible Faith ; but, what it the Devils Faith be as 
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ſound as any Carholict's, Mult it therefore be Divine Faith ? N's (it may bc 

you will anſwer) becanfe he wants the formal objett of Faith, and doth not be- 

lieve on the account of your Churches Infallibility ; T verily believe you ; for he 

knows the j9/:z25 of 1t too much to believe it 7fallib/e. But, take Vince: 

7:75 in what ſenſe you pleaſe, that is evident in him which his Lordſhip pro 

duced him for, that, for the preſerving Faith entire, he places authority of 

Scripture firit, and then 7radition (unleſs you will ſerve his Teſtimony, as 

you do his Lordſhips, becauſe it makes for your purpoſe, ſay, He mentions 

Tradition firſt, and then Scripture) but, ſay you, He [ays 1 radition doth 25 

truly confirm Divine Faith, as Scripture, though Scripture doth it in a highes 

manner, It you did but confider, either what kind of Tradition, or what 

kind of Faith Vincentius inſiſts on, you could not poſſibly think his words 

any thing to your purpoſe. For he ſpeaks not of any Tradition infallibly ate 

z/ted tous, without which you pow there can be no Divize Faith, but 

of ſuchan Univerſal Tradition which depends wholly upon 4ntiquity, Un:- 

werſality, and Conſent, and never ſo much as mentions, much leſs pretends 

to any thing of 1»fal:b:lity : So that it you grant ſuch a kind of 7 radition, 

doth as truly confirm Faith as the Scrmptere, then you muſt grant 

no neceſſity of an Infallible Teſtimony to aſſure us of that Trad:tion . 

for /incentizes Ipeaks of ſucha kind of T-a4:770, as hath no connexion with 
Isfallibility. For if Vizcentins had ever in the leaſt thought of any ſuch 

thing, ſogreat and zealous an oppoler of Hereſjes would not have lett out 

hat which had been more to his purpoſe, than all that he had ſaid. For 

wiſe men, who have throughly conſidered of 7zceatizs his way, though 

in general they cannot but approve of it ſo far as to think it highly 1mpro- 

bable, that there ſhould be Antiquity, Univerſality, and Conſent againſt the 

true and genuine ſenſe of Scriprure, yet when they conſider this way of Viz- 

centins, With all thoſe cautions, reſtrictions, and limitations letdown by him 

(/.1.c. 39.) theyare apt to think, that he hath put men to a wil/d-goeſe- 

chaſe to find out any thing according to his Rules ; and that S. Augnſtine 

ipakea great deal more to the purpoſe, when he ſpake concerning all the 

Writers of the Church; That although they had never ſo Wit RE: 02 =—_. 
zuch learnins and ſanitity, he did not think it true, becauſe ul hoflrirto ht bo - 91 77 : 
they Fa houeht /o, but becauſe Z hey perſwaded him to believe it putem, quia 7p zta ſenſerunt,ſed quia mibt, 
true, either from the Authority of Scripture, or ſome proba- of per Bilns m hores C nw probabi- 
ble Reaſon. If therefore S. Auſtin's Authority be not yy, puridrine. a. _ 
{ſunk ſo low as that of the Mozk of Lerins, we have ve- | | 

ry little reaſon to think that Traditio» can as truly confirm Faith to us 

as the Scriptures, ſuppoſing that to have been the meaning of //7zcentivs, 

Which yet is not reaſonable to imagine, ſince /7zcentizes himelf grants, that 

in caſe of zzveterate Hereſie Or Schiſm, either the ſole Authority of Wcripture 

is to be uſed, or at moſt the determinations of General Conncils ; nay, and in all 1, ,. c. 29% 


caſes doth ſuppoſe, that the Caon of Scripture 5 perfect. 
and is abundantly ſufficient of it ſelf” for all things. Can you vant fe perferis Seripturarum Canon, 
yet therefore ſuppoſe, that Vinceatins did think that l ra- [. xg ms Jars ſuperg; ſufriat, ec. 
dition did as truly confirms our Faith as the Scripture? W hich 
is your aſſertion, and the only thing whereby you pretend 7har the Biſhop 
hath miſconſtrued Vincentius; but whether be more guilty of it, TI leave to 
impartial judgement. 

The next Teſtimony you conlider, is, that of F-ariczs 4 Gandavo. For &F. g. 
his Lordſhip had ſaid, 7 hat the School had confeſſed, this was the way ever, For 
which he cites the Teſtimony of that Schoolran, That = | 
daily with then that are without, Chriſt eaters by the 1047, CR ew , FR _ Ky - mo = = " 
1. e. the Charch, and they believe by that fame which ſhe gives du per iftam faman, &>c. Hen, 3 Gang, 


(alluding to the ſtory of the woman of Sz-ar/4, ) Bus fume p. 1:4. 10.9. 1. 
: L [ 2 whon 
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when they come to hear Chriſt himſelf, they believe His words belore the words 
of the woman : For when they have once found Chriſt, they 
= werbu om ade rh wb nll Lym do Ore believe his words it Scripture, than they ao the 
Ecelei teſt os quis te min Church, which teſtifies of him becauſe then propter illam, 
 Seripture diceret, ipfi non crederet. Td. for the Scriptur e they believe the Church. And if t he Church 
',_. . ſhould ſpeak contrary to the Scripture, they would not believe 
it. Thus (faith his Lordſhip) the School taught then. No, that did it not 
(ſay you.) But tet us ſee, how rarely you prove 1t : For (you lay) he ſpeaks 
all this of a ſupernatural and Divine Faith to be given, both to the Scriptures, 
and the Church: Gandavenſis certainly 1s much obliged to you, who venture 
to ſpeak ſuch great Ab/nraities for his ſake; for if he be underſtood in both 
places of Divize and Infallible Faith , rheſe rare conſequences follow. 
1. That the fir/t beginning of Faith is equal to the higheſt degree of it ; for 
when he ſpeaks of the Church, he ſpeaks of Chrifts entring by that, which 
can be meant of nothing elſe but the fir? ep to Faith; as is plain in the paral- 
ſel caſe of the woman of Samaria; but if this were Divine and Infallible, it 
mult be equa! to the higheſt degree, for thatT ſuppoſe can be but Divine and 
Infallible, unleſs you can find out degrees 1n Infallibility. By this Rule, you 
make him that 15 but over the zhreſho/d, as much 1n the houſe, as he that is 
fate down tothe Table; a plant at its firlt peeping out of theearth, to beas ral 
as at its full growth; and the Samaritans as firmly to believe in Chrilt at the 
firſt mention of him by the Woman, as when they ſaw and heard him. 2. By 
this you make an Infallible Faith to be built ona Fallible Teſtimony; for to 
what purpoſe elſe was the Similitude of the Womar of Simaris infifted on, 
but to parallel the — the Church with that of the Womzr,, and 
conſequently the Faith built on the Churches Teſtimony to be like that 
which the Samaritans had of Chriſt upon the MWommns Teſtimony; and if you 
believe that Faith T»fallible, you mult aſſert, an Tzfallible Faith to be built 
on a fallible Teſtimony, and yet to be as zxfallible j as that which is built 
on an Infallible Teſtimony : And then, I pray, tell me, To whar end 
would you make your Churches Teſtimony Infallible, 1t Faith may be inf.:llible 
without it * | = T. 

' Þ 103+ But, irmay be, though theſe ſcem hard things, yet you provethem in- 
vincibly : No doubt of it ; for, you ſay, That Chriſt eaters by that Faith, but 
Chriſt cannot enter into a foul by a meer humane fallible perſuaſion, bat by Di- 
wine Faith ozty. Nay, when he ſays, That he more believes rhe Scripture, than 
the Churches Teſtimony, he faith, 'I hat he believes the Church ; But how can he 
believe nithout Faith ? O the irreſiſtible force of demonſtrations ! But 
what ſilly people are we, that thought a man might «ter into a houſe by 
the door, though he met not with his hearty entertainment till afterwards? 
But, Do yourcally think, that Chr: never exters into a /ou!, but by D:- 
wine and Infallible Faith ? For Chriſt enters by that which gives him his f/f 
«1miſſion, but his full reception muſt be by a higher degree of Fairch, Do 
you think men believe as much at f/f as ever after ? Tf not, May not Chriſt 
be {aid to exter by that /ower degree of Faith? I pray, What think you of 
the caſe in hand, Did not the belief of Chriſt exter by the Woman of Sama- 
7i:? and was that, as Divine a Faith, as what they had afterwards ? Nay, 
take Chriſts eatring (as improperly as you can imagine it) for his hearty rc- 
ception in the ſoul, Can that be no other ways but by an 1/4/ble Faith ? 
A Faith ſuppoſed to be built on /2fa/liblegronnds, I grant ; but whether all, 
who do truly believe 1n Chriſt, do build their F::th on OTOURAS IN them 
ſelves infallible, my charity to ſome deluded fouls in your Chyrch ( as well 
as honeſt, but ignorant perſons clſewherc) gives me jult ze/0zz ro queſtion, 
Bur ſtill there 1s a greater ſubtilty behind, which is, if ke believes the 
Scripture more than the Church, then he muſt believe the Chrrch _ 

with 
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with the Scripture ; for that mult be the meaning of what you lay, whey 
he favs, He believes the Scripture more than the Church, he believes the Church ; 
but how car be believe without Faith? Ergo, this muſt be Divine Faith, or 
eſe all the ret come to nothing. So that if I fay, 1 believe the Scripture 
more than nor, it follows, that / believe you as mmch as the Scripture, by the 
very fame confequence. But you have gotten ſuch a knack of contra- 
dicting your felf, rhat poor Gazdavo cannot fall into your hands, but you 
muſt make htm do fo too. When you ſay, 4 mar cannot believe without 
Faith, I dareuftifie it to be one of the greateſt truths in your Book ; but, 
if your meaning be, 4 man caxnot believe without Divine Faith, 1 hope we 
Proteſtants ſafliciently confute that ; for you dare not deny that we believe 
at all, but (juſt asthe Cevilsdo) we muſt (according to you) believe and 
tremble, becaule our Faith 15 not Divize and rom But {till your ſub- 
tilty works with you, for becauſe C—_ aith, 7 hat we muſt yield ony 
firſt Faith to the Secripture,but ſecundam ſub 1 J@ ſecondary Faith to'the definiti- 
ons and cuſtoms of the Catholick Church : You cry out, Heres prima & ſe- 
cunda fides,; bnt yet both of them are properly and truly Faith. But, Are both 
of them properly and truly D:vize Faith? if fo, How comes the diſtinRi- 
on of the firſt and ſecond, one ſubordinate to the other, if both be equally Di- 
vine and Infallible £ Nay, according to your Principles, the Faith given to 
the Church mult be the fir/t Faith, and tothe Scriptures the ſeroxd —_ that ; 
becauſe, for the lake of the Churches Teftimozy, weare to believe the Scri- 
ptures. And, Do you really think, there may be no diſcovery of Infidelity 
in rejeting a /ufficient Teftimony tor Faith, where there is not an Ixfall;ble Te- 
ftimony ? But, whatever you think, your great enemy, Reaſor, tells us the 
contrary ; and therefore what follows of believing the Church, ſub pzn4 per- 
fidie, is ton more purpole than what went before. The ſtrength there- 
fore of all that you fay as to this Teſtimony of Gazdaverſis, yes inthe proof 
of this one thing; Thar no man can believe any thing without an Tafallible 
Faith; yet I verily believethat you have miſerably perverted the S:hoolmens 
words, and think no more 1zfallible Teftimony requilite for it, than your 
onn words. 
But, it may be, — you doſoull by the Schoo/mez, you may uſe the 5. 10. 
Fathers more civilly. Three =_ therefore you have to anſwer to thoſe 
Teſtimonies of the Fathers, which ſeem moſt to make uſe of internal Ar- 
guments. I. That they uſe them-not to ſuch as had no Divine Faith, but to ſuch 
as had, 2. That they do not uſe them as Primary, Infallikle and Divine proofs, 
but as ſecondary arguments, perſwaſtuve only to ſuch as believed Scriptare to be 
Gods Word antecedently to them. 3. That they do not uſe only ſuch proofs 44 are 
wholly interpal to the Scripture it felf. As to the two firſt conditions, you Jay *tis 
evident, theſe proofs were made by Chriſtians, namely the Holy Fathers ; and 
commonly to Chriſtians, who lived in their times. And as clear is it, that they 
never pronounced them to be th: Primary, Infallible and Divine Motives of 
their belief in that point, nor uſed they them as ſuch. How falſe and abſurd 
theſe Anſwers arc, may appear by our precedent diſcourſe, wherein we 
manifeſted, that the Chriſt;ars infilted on thoſe arguments there mentioned 
not for themſelves and other Chriſtians, but chiefly to convince and perſwade 
by them the Gezt//e world to the belief of Chriſtianity, And, Did they ſup- 
poſe theſe Heathens to have a Divine Faithalready ? Or, Did they look on 
ſuch arguments as only ſecondary motives, when theſe were the chief, nay 
only arguments which they uſed to perſwade them ; if they had other that 
were Primary, Divine, and Isfallible, and only made ule of ſecondary, hy- 
mane, probable motives, they were guilty of the higheſt betraying the Chriſt/- 
an Cauſe imaginable. And you make them only to defezd Chriſtianity, as 
Vninu did Divine Providence with fuch filly and weak arguments, o__ by 
their 
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their overthrow, the belief of it might fall with them. Indeed, if they 
had pretended the 1»/al/:b/e 1 eſt1mony ot the Church, there might have been 
juſt reaſon for ſuch a S»ſpictom, and any wiſe men would have thought their 
deſign had been to make their Religion contemptible, and expoſe it to the 
derifion of Arherſts, inſtead of better eſtabliſhing the Foundations of belie- 
ving it, But thoſe wile and holy men knew better the intereſt of Chriſtiani- 
ty, than to offer to defend it by Principles 10 themſelves falſe, and much 
more liable toqueſtion than that was which they were to prove by them: 
and therefore made choice of arguments in themſelves rome and evident, 
and built on Prizciples, common to themſelves, and thoſe whom they diſputed 
azainſt, i.e. they urged them with the greateſt ſtrength of Rea/ox, and the 
clearclt evidence of Divint# Revelation, and never queſtioned but that a 
Faith built on thole grounds, 1t effeftual for. a holy Life, was a true and Di- 
wine Faith. It ſeems then, your cauſe cannot be maintained, without the 
molt ſharp and virulent reflections on thoſe Primitive Chriſtians,who among 
all thoſe arguments whereby they ſo ſucceſsfully prevailed over the Gezri/e 
world, never did ſo much as vouchſate to mention the leaſt pretence to 1»/+/- 
libility; for which they are now accuſed of uſing only the b/unter weapons, 
of humane and fallible motives, and not thole Primary and Divine Motives of 
I-fallibility. But this 1s not the firſt time we have ſeen, what deſperate ſhifts 
a bad cauſe puts men upon. 

It may be yet, your ſtrength may lye in your /af condition, viz. That 
theſe arguments uſed by them, were not internal. For, x. You ſay, That of 
iMiracles is external; the Scriptures themſelves work none, neither were ever 
any Miracles wrought 10 confirm, that all the Books now in the Canon ( and 
20 more) are the Word of God. 1 anſwer, 1. I have already told you of 
a double reſolution 'of Fazth, the one as to the Divinity of the Doctrine, 
the other as to the YVeracityof the Books which contain it : when therefore 
Miracles are infiſted on, it 15 not in order to the /atrer of theſe which we 
have ſufficient aſſurance of without them , as I have already largely 
proved, bothas to the Truth and Integrity of the Canon of Scripture; but 
Miracles, we lay, are the arguments to prove the Divinity of the Dofrine 
by, becauſe they atteſt the D:vize Revelation of the perſons, who deliver 
this Doftrine to the world. 2. As to #s who receive the report of thoſe 
Miracles, as conveyed to us by the Scripture, thoſe may be laid to be 7iz- 
ternal arouments to the Scripture, which are there recorded in order to 
our bclicving the Docrize therein contained to be Divine. The Motrves 
of Faith being delivered to us now joyntly with the Dod#rine, although 
on diftercnt grozzds, we believe the Veracity of the Books of Scripture, and. 
the [/allibility of the Doctrine Contained in it. We believe that the M:ra- 
cles were truly done, becaulc they arc delivered to us by an unqueſtionable 
Tradition, in ſuch Authentice Writings as the Scriptures are ; | we be- 
lieve the Dot#r:xe contained in the Books to be Divize, becaulc atteſted 
by fuch Miracles, and we believe the Books of Scripture to be divinely in- 
[pired, becauſe luch perſons cannot be ſuppoſed to falſifie to the world who 
wrought ſuch great Miracles. 2. You ſay, The converſion of ſo many People 
aad Nations by the Dodrine contained in Scripture, is alſo external to the 
S:ripture. But {til you ſuppoſe that theſe __— are brought to 


prove theſe Books tor be divinely inſpired, which is denied ; we ſay only, 


That the adm/rable propagation of the Doctrine of the Goſpel, is a great ar- 
gument that it was from God, And therefore, when afterwards you ſay, 
that ſuppoſing all thoſe arguments mentioned by the Biſhop out of S. Auguſtine, 
0 be internal to the Scripture, yet they caxnot infallibly and divinely prove 
that Scripture is the Word of God. It by Scripture, you mean the MWritines, 
we pretend not to it; if by Scripture, you mean the Dotrine of it, we 

aſſert 
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aſſert it, and think it no argument at all againlt that, which you add, That 
erfwade they may, but convince they cannot ; no doubt if they per/a4e, they 
do much more than cozv/zce; But, I ſuppoſe, your mea ning 1s, they doit 
not effectnally ; 1 ſo, that is not the fault of the arguments, but of the per- 
ſoz, who by his 9b/ti2acy, will not hearken to the cleareſt evidence of Rea- 
fon. AV that tis can prove, 1sa neceſſity of Divize Grace to go along with 
extern] er:idepnre, Which you dare not aflert, for fear of running into that 
private Spirit, which you objetted to his Lordſhip on the fame account. 
But it is very pretty which follows: You fay, Sppoſirs that all thoſe arau- 
ments mentioncd, of Miracles, nothing caral in the Dotts ize, per formance of ity 
and converſion of the world by it, were all of th: int<rnal to Scripture, y-t they 
could not prove infallibly the Scriptnre tobe the Word of God ; and to prove 
this, you tell us, CONCEY ING the third and fourth, Flo can tt ever be proved, 
that either the performance of this Doftrine, or the convirlion of nations is inter- 
nal to Scripture ? 'But, Did you not ſuppoſe them before to be internal ro 
Seripture ? and though they were ſo, yet could not prove the Scripture, ec? 
and to prove that, ww lay they cannot be proved tern! to Scripture, 
Which 1s jul{tas if I ſhould ſay,if you were Pope you would not be I»Za/l:ble ; 
| andall the evidenceI ſhould give for it, Mould be on'y to prove that you 
were not Pope. | 
You conclude this Chapter with a Wozder (I mein not any thing of Rea- 

on which would really be ſo) Bur, fay yon, who can ſufficiently wonder, 
that his Lordſhip, for theſe four Motrves, ſhould fo eaſily make the Scrpture give 
Divine Teſtimony to it ſelf, upon which our Faith muſt reſt, and jet deny the 
ſame priviledge 10 the Church ? Seeing it cannot he denied, but that every one of 
theſe Motives are much more immediately and clearly applicd to the Church, than 
to the Scripture. What ? more immediately and clearly ? and fo clearly, 
that it cannot be denied ? Prove but any one of them as to that Church, 
whoſe Infallibility 1s in queſtion, v/z. the preſent Roman-Church, and 1 
will yield you the reſt. Produce but any one #ndonbred Miracle, to con- 
firm the [»fa//;b1/;ty of your Church, or the Paſtors of it, ſhew your Dottrize 


P.*t 1o- 


(wherein it differs from ours) not to be carz1/, manitcl{t the performance of 


the Chriſt:a2 Doctrine, only 1n the m2mbers of your Chih, prove that it is 
Jour Church, as ſuch, which hath preached this Dotsr ine, and conwerted whole 
rations to the belief of it (11 any other way than the Se.141474s did the poor 
Indians) and we may begin to hearken with ſomewhat more patience to 
your arrogant and unreaſonable pretence of [afi//:b:/i#z3. Can any one 
then who hath any grain of reaſon left him, think that from theſe argu- 
ments, whzle his Lordſhip diſputes moſt eagerly againſt the preſent Churches [32- 
fallibility, he argies arnty for it, as you very wilely conclude that Chapter ? 
If this be arguing for your Chrrches Infallibility, much good may ſuch ar- 
guments do you, 

And ſo I come to the laſt part of my taskas to this Controverſie, which 
is, to examine your next Chapter, which puts us in hopes of ſceing an End 
of this zediozrs Controvierſie : But this containing very little new 1n it (and 
therefore deſerves not to be handled apart) will on that account admit of 
a quicker diſpatch. In which the firſt Sect/0z begins with S. Avffra's Te- 
ftimouy, which ſhould have been con{idercd betore, and now it comes out 
with the ſame Anſwer attcndingit, which was given fo lately concerning 
primary and 11: llible, end [ccondary and probable Motiwes of Faith, the vanity 
of which is ſutficiently diſcovered. Whereas in your 1Mzrget, you bring 
an example of ſuch a probable Motive, viz. when &, Aultin ſaith to Fauſtus, 
That as conſtant Tradition was ſufficieat for him to believe that that Epiſtle was 
Manichxus his, which went ::nder his name ; fo the ſame Tradition was ſufficient 
to him to prove the Goſpel w.zs $S, Matthew®s, which ras fo univerſally received 
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for his, ever ſince the writing of it. 1 am fofar trom thinking thisa meer pyo- 
bable Motive, that it 15 the higheſt evidence the matter 15 Capable of, and {9 
S. 4:ſtiathaught. Your parallcling the ſaying of Waldezjis (14 if the 
Church (hold ſpeak any thing contrary to Scripture, he would not belreve het) 
with another which you pretend to be S. Ar/tis's ; If the Seriprine 
ſhould ſpeak any thing contrary to the Church, we cold not believe that nci- 
ther ; and then ſaying that both pR_ 0a an impoſſible ſuppoſition, mult 1m- 
ply, that it isan equal impoſſibility for the Church to dehver any thing cox- 
zrary to the DoFtrine of Scripture, as tor the Scripture to contrad:ct it felt”; for 
to ſay, The Scripture ſhould contradict the Church, fignifies nothing, be- 
cauſe the Being of the Church is founded on the Dottrine of Scripture. All 
that S. Arftinlaith, inthe place you reter us to, comes to no more than this, 
If the Church were found deceived in the Writings of Scripture, then there 
could be no ground of any frm: aſſert to them. And, 1s this, I pray, a fit pa- 
rallel for that /ppeech of Waldenſis? Is this to ſay, It the Scripture [peak any 
thins againſt the Church, it is not tobe belrevea ? 

In your next See. N. 2, 3. you fall from Parallels, to Circles, and Semi- 
circles (as you call them) in which you only ſhew us your faculty of zum 
bling the ſame things over and over, COncerning his Lordſhips ſtatins the 
Onueſtion, about Infallible and Divine Faith, Apoſtolical 1radition, the formal 
Object of Faith, which I muſt, out of charity to the Readers patience, beg 
him to look back for the ſeveral Anſwers, if he thinks any thing nceds it ; 
for I am now quite tired with theſe Repet:t2»25, there being not one word ad- 
ded here, but what hath been anſwered already. Bur, left theſe ſhould not 
cnoughtire us, the next Sect. NV. 4. conliſts of the old puf-piſte of ultimate 
Motive, and formal Object, of the Infallibility which is not ſimply Divine, and 
others of a like nature,whoſe vanity hath been detected inthe very entrance 
into this Controverſie. 

It ſeems you had a great mind to give the Þijhop a b{2w, when you reach 
a5 far, as from p. 103,t0 Pp. 115. to doit, and yet fall ſhort of it at laſt ; for, 
though vou charge him with a falle citation of S. Au/{/z, tor theſe words, 
fiaei tian reſolutio eft in Den llyminaatem, Vet in that Chapter, though 
not the words, yet the ſexſe 15 there extant, when he gives that account of 

Chriſtian Faith, Tat it comes not by the authority of men, 


Now 12% hyminibue, fed ipſo Deo intvirli= but from God himſelf confirming aud inlighteniug our 
5 meniennoſiram firmants ©” thuminante. . POW en , : 
- (-- +2 aq wh »ind. Is not here a plain rclolution of Faith iz Denum 
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tluminanten,? And theretore your charge of /ul/c c:t ation, 
and your confident denial, That there is any ſuch Text tobe found either there, 
07 aay whireelſe in all $. Auguſtine, argue, you are not careful what you 
lay, lo you may but throw dirt inyour adverſaries face, though we may 
ealily know from whence it comes, by the for/ef of your fingers. And for 
your other challenge, of producing any Teſtimony of the Fathers which ſaith, 
{ hit we mnt reſolve our Faith of Scripture into the Light of Scripture ; T hope 
the Teltimonies I have in this Chapter mentioned, may teach you a little 
more zzodefty:: and for the other part of ir, That we cannot believe the Seri- 
pture infallibly for the Churches authority, as tar as a Negative can be proved, 
I dare appeal to the judgement of any oe, Whether it be p:Yb/c to believe 
that the Fathers judged, the Certainty,much lels Ivfallibility of Chriſtiaz Faith 
did depend on the Churches Izfallible 1 eftinrony, and yet never upon the moſt 
juſt occaſion do ſo muchas mentton it, but rather ſpeak very much to the 
contrary. , | 

His Lord{lip having thus at large delivered his mind in this important 
Controverſic ; to make what he had ſaid rhe more porr:4/+ , fumms up 
the ſubſtance of it in ſeveral Conſiderations. Which being only a rv+cape- 
tulation of what hath been fully dilcuſſed alrcady, will need the ſhorter 
I ndi- 
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Viadication, in lome brief ſtricfures, where you unjuſtly quarrel with them. 
To his 1. [hat it ſeems reaſonable, that ſince all Sciences ſuppoſe Principles , 
Theology ſhould be allowed ſome too; the chiefeſh of which is, That the Scriptures 
are of Divine Authority, your Anſwer 1s conſiderable; vis. that he con- 
founds Theology, a diſcurſive Scrence, with Faith, which is an att of the Under- 
ftanding, produced by an Impulſe of the Will, &c. Bur not to examine what 
hath been already handled, of the power of the 11 :: the a&7 of Faith, it 
is plain when his Lordſhip ſpeaks of Theology, he means Theology, and not 
Faith ; and the intent of this Conſideration was to ſhew, the uzreaſonable- 
neſs of ſtarting this Queſtion in a Theological Diſpute about the Church. Tnyour 
Anſwer to the /ccond, you ſay, 7 hat Fallible Motives cannot produce Certainty, 
whichif you would prove, you would do more to the purpoſe than you 
have done yet, and by this argument, I could not be cerraizr, whether you 
had done it or no, unleſs you brought ſome Infallible Motives to prove it. The 
third you paſs over. The fourth you grant, though not very conſiſtently 
with what you elſewhere ſay : As to what you fay in anſwer to the fifth, 
concerning Miracles, T agree with you in it, having elſewhere ſufficiently de- 
clared my ſelf as to them. For the ſixth you refer to your former Anſwer, 
and ſo dol tothe reply to it. In the ſeventh, his Loraſþip proves the ae- 
ceſſity of ſome revelation from God rationally and ſtrongly, and thence infers, 
That eithcr there never was any ſuch Revelation, or that the Scripture is that Re- 
velation, and that's it we Chriſtians labour to make good againſt all Atheiſm, 
Prophanenefs, and Infidelitz. To which you have two Exceptions. r. 7 hat 
this cannot be proved by the meer Light of Scripture, which His Lordſhip ne- 
ver pretended to. 2. That he leaves out the Word, only, which was the cauſe 
of the whole Controverſie; What, between Chriſ#:as and Atheiſts ? For of 
that Controverſie, he there ſpeaks ; but ſince you are fo fond of your »- 
written Revelations, pray prove the zecef/ity of them as ſtrongly againſt 4rhe- 
i/ts, as his Lordjhip hath done the zece//ity of a written ove. Inthe /aft Conſi- 
derationhe muſters up all the ſeveral arexzzents whereby men may be per- 
ſwaded, that this Revelation is contained in thoſe Books we call the Scripture ; 
asthe Tradition of the Church, the Teſtimony of former Ages, the conſent of 
times, the Harmony of” Prophets, and the Propheries fulfilled, the ſucceſs of the 
Dottrine, the conſlancy of it, the ſpiritual nature and efficacy of it, and laſtly, 
the inward light and excellency of the Text it ſelf; which, with a great deal of 
_ Rhetorich, is there ſet torth, But toall this you ſay no more than what hath 
been abundantly diſproved, v:2. hat all theſe only juſtifie our belief, when it 
is received as the ancients received it,upon the Infallible Authority of Church-T ra- 
dition, but ever otherwiſe. Whereas we have proved, that the ancients 
received it only on the ſame grounds, which are here mentioned, and there- 
fore certainly are /«fficiert not qnly to juſtifie our Faith, but toperiwade us 
tO beltewe. | 

Your argument againſt what his Lordſhip ſaith of the zere//ity of the Spr- 
rit*s affiſtance with theſe Motives, and the Light of Scripture for producing Di- 
vine Faith, will equally hold againft all thoſe of your own fide, who hold 
the ncce//ity of Gods Spirit for believing the Churches Infallibility, and againlt 
all ſuch of both ſides, who hold any neceſſity of Divine Grace, tor then you 
muſt ſay, that either that Grace 15 not necellary in order to /a/-atioz,, or that 
thoſe who want it, are _ truly Chriſtians, nor capable of ſalvation. And 
bw horridly ſoever theſe cEyequences ſound in the ears of the untearned, they can 
ſound no worſe than thoſe »u/titude's of Scriptures do which tell men, That 
without true Divine Faith, and real Grace, they are under eternal condemnation. 
But, it may be, that the «z/earzed may not be aftrighted with ſuch ſextences 
as thoſe arc, you think it a great deal better to let them hear little or nothing 
of the Scrzprare, and to let them be continually entertained with the i 
| M m an 
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and melodious woice of the Charch. NO doubt, you thought, your next ar- 
”.116 gument haddone the buſineſs efteQtually ; For (lay you) 7o make them more 
ſexſible of the foulnefs of this errour, Viz. the danger of ſuch who do not 
ſavingly beheve, Let them conſider, that when young and unlearned Chriſtians 
are taught to ſay their Creed, and profeſs their belief of the Articles contatued jn 
it, before they read Scripture, they are taught to lye, and profeſf to ao that, whi, h 
they neither do, nor can do in his [enet. An excellent argument againſt m a- 
king Children ſay their Creed ! but, Will not the ſame hold againt all pub- 
lick uſing of the Creed, becaule it 1s unqueſtionable but there are ſome who 
do not /avinzly or divinely believe ef Nay, Will itnot much more hold 
againſt any in your Church, lay ing their Creed at all, unleſs they firſt belie ve 
your Church to be [xfallible, which is very well known that all do not. For 
then, according to yor, they do but lye, and profeſs to do that which they neither 
ao, nor can do, without the Churches Infallible Teſtimony : And therefore you 
muſt begin a new work of Catechizing the members of your Church, to know 
whether they believe the Churches Infallibility, before they can ſay their 
Creed, Unleſs you ſolve it among your ſelves, by ſaying, Ir is not a formal 
lye, but only an «quivocation, which many of you ſay, 1s /awful in caſe of 
danger, as you ſee apparently this is. But if the equrvocation be ſaid only 
to lyein the word Believe, you might eafily diſcern the weakze/5 of your ar- 
gent, throughit. For it ſome may #ruly believe what they do not /aving- 
ly believe, there is zo lye certainly told, in ſaying, They do b«/ieve as far as 
they do; which is by a firm aſſent to the Truth of all the Articles of Faith, 
by that which is call'd an hiſtorical, or dogmatical Faith, where there may 
be no /avins Faith. But that becauſe Chilarer are taught (as a ſhort /3/teme 
of the Articles of Faith) to ſay their Creed, we muſt be convinced of the foul- 
zeſs of our errour, is an apparent evidence, that either you apprehended 
our «nderſt1udings to be very weak, or that you ſufficiently diſcover your own 
to be /o. | 
d. 14. = only quarrel which you have with his Lordſbips Synthetical way 
P. 115-1-7- js, That he confounds his Reader with multiplicity of arguments, and weakens the 
authority of the Church, without which (if you may be believed) he might tire 
himſelf andothers, but never be able to make a clear reſolution of Faith, How 
clear an account you have given of Faith in your Ana/yrical way, by the 4 
thority of the Church, hath been ſufficiently laid open to you ; but I wonder 
not that you quarrel with »u/riplicity of arguments, there being nothing 
which doth really weaken the authority of your Charch io much as they do, 
\ and they are men certainly of your texzper, who will be {coz tired with too 
/  muchreaſen. What follows concerning the captronſoiſs of the riftion as firſt 
/ propounded ; andthe c:ozs Circle you would tree your ſelves of, by the 
Mortves of Credibility ; deſerve no further anſwer. Only when you would 
make 4.C. go your way, and both together prove the Charch Infallible indepen- 
aently on Scripture, you did not certainly conſider, that it is an I»/allbility by 
Promiſe, which you challenge, and, for that end, in the precedent Chapter, 
P.n13, &. werethoſe places of Scripture produced by A.C. and urged by you. All that! 
b-8,9,1% ſhall returnby way of A»/wer to your tedious diſcourſe concerning Scriptures 
being aPrinciple ſuppoſed among Chriſlzans(the main of it depending on the cir 
cumſtances of the diſpute berween his Lordſhip and Mr. Fer) {all be in 
theſe following particulars. 1. That in all Controverlics among Chr:ft.- 
ans, Whoſe deciſion depends upon the authority of Scripture, the Scriptme 
mult be ſuppoſed as granted to be of Div/ze Anthority by both parties. 
2. That in that Queftion, Whether the Scripture contains all neceſſary things of 
Faith, that xeceſfity mult be ſuppoſed to relate to the zh/25 which depend 
upon Scripture, and therefore implies it believed on other grounds, that this 
Scripture 15 of Divine Revelatiov. For the Queſtion 156, Whether God hath 
| conſigned 
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conſigned his Wo fully to us, inthis Revelation of himſelf, that nothing 

neceiJary to be believed 1s Icit out of it? For men then to ſay, That this 1s 

left out of it, VIZ. t0 blteve that this is a Divine Revelation, 1s an unrealo- 

nable Cavil, it being ſuppoled in the very Lne/t:oz, that it is fo. 3. That 

in this ſenſe the Scripture way be laid to bea ſuppoſed Principle, becauſe it 

hath a difterent way of probat i10n, irom particular Objects of Faith revealed 1n 

Scripture. For to a ratronal Enquirer, who ſeems to doubt of the Truth of 

$criptures, it is equally abſurd to give himany one of theſe three Anſwers. 

1. That it 1s a Principle to be Juppoſed p for, though it be \uppoſed a$tothe 

particular debate cepending on $rriprere ; yet it1s fond andabſurd to fay, It 

muſt be ſ#ppoſed when it 15 the 1hing in queſtion. 2, That 7+ is known meerly 

by its on Light : for the perlon T have to deal with, ſuppoſing himſelf equal- 

ly capable to judge of Reaſon and Evidence, as my felt, it doth bur betray the 

eakn:{f\ of my carſe, or my 7nability to manage it, topretend that tobe ev7- 

dent, which it is much more evidezr, rhat he doth not think ſo ; and it is 

only to tell him, my Vzzcr/tzndivge mult rule his, and that whatever ap- 

pcars to me tohave Lizht 1n it felt, ought likewiſe ſoappear to him. 3. Ir 

15 asab{urd as cither of the other two, to ſay, 7hat you will prove to a rational 

Enquirer, the Scripture to be Gods Word, by an nuwrittens Word of God, For, 

1. His Enquiry 1s, W] iether there be azy Mord of God or no, you prove there 

is, becauſe there 1s ; forthat 15 all you prove by your «#writtea Mord. He 

denics, or at lcait queſtions, Wherher there be azz, and particularly in- 

ſtanceth in S:r/pture; youthink toend the Queltion, by telling him, He 

muſt believe it 10 by ſo, becauſe there is another Word of God which atteſts it, { 
which, in{tead of ead-z2 the fir/t Queſtion, begets a great many more. Tor, 
5. He will be more to ſeek, concerning this nawr:ttez Word than before ; 
becauſe he might uſe his Reaſox in judging concerning the written Word, 
but cannot as to this azmr/tez ; it being only told him, There is ſuch a chize, 
but he know's not what it zs, how far it exteads, who muſt deliver it, what evi- 
dence this hath beyond the other, that it comes [r0z God, that it mult be uſed as 
an ar2ument to prove it with, If you fend him to the 1://bility of the 
Ch1rch, you mult either preſume him ot a very weak Underſtanding, or 
elſe he would cafily diſcern your perfect jrg/7;z2 1n this ; the weizs of which I 
have diſcovered throughout this diſcourſe. There remains nothing then 
but Reſ2.2, a Principle common to us both, by which I mult prove, that 
the Scriptores are from God, which Reaſon partly makes uſe of the Churches 
1raditiog, not in any notion of [»fa!/ibility, but meerly as built on Prixciples 
common to h1mmne nature, and partly uſes thoſe other AYQUMmeCRTS which Prove 
by the greateit 74tional evidencegthat the Doctrine contained 1n Scripture,was 
from God;and if this were all the meaning of ſaying, T he Scriptures are a Prin- 
ciple ſuppoſed, Ixecaulſe ofa diticrent way of proz'722 them, trom particular 
objetts of [z71h, you can have no reaſon to deny it. 

The next thing his Lordſhip inſiſts on, is, hat the Jews never had, wor can VF. 1 F 
have any ot1+ 3 proof, that the Old Teſtament is the Word of God, than we have of F123: et: 
the New, In your Anſwer to which, I grant that which you contend for, 
That the I radition of Scriptures amons them, was by their inmeadiate Anceſtors as 
well as others ; 1 orant, 4{ hat the:r Faith was not a Scientifical R aowledge, bit 
a {irm and Pe rf 04 aſſurazce 0/y(but underſtand not what you Mean, by ſaying, P. 122,Nn, 17. 
{hat otherwiſe it world not be meritorious) but am as far to leck as ever for any 
Infallb;lity mn the Jewiſh Church, which ſhould in every age be the ground of 
bclievizo the Bucks of the Old Teſtament to be divinely infpired. And if you 
will prove a conſtant /rcceſfrox of Prophets from Moſes till our $:1v1047's ap- 
pearing (which you ſcem willing to believe) you would do /omzerhing to- 
wards it ; but for your permanent Infallible Authority in the High Prieſt and his 
Clroy,l have already ſhewced it to be a groundleſs,it not a wiltul mittake. . 
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What remains concerning the zature of Infallibility (which at laſt his 
Lordſhip makes to be no more than zhat which exrludes all poſſibility of doutt- 
ing, and therefore grants, that ax Infallible Aſſurance may be had by Eccleſiaſti- 
cal and Humane proof) and how far that is requiſite to Faith; concerning my- 
ral Certainty, and what Aſſurance may be had by it ; concerning the Canon of 
Scripture, Apoſtolical Tradition, the unwritten Word, S. Auſtin's Teſtimony 
about the Church, they are all points ſo fully diſcuſſed before, that out of pit 
tothe Reader, I muſt refer him to their ſeveral places, which when he hat 
throughly conſidered, I will give him leavero ſumm xp the leveral vidtories 
you have obtained in the management of it, which will be much more ho- 
zourable tor you, than for your lelf to doit, as you do moſt trinmphantly in 
the ezd of this Controverſie concerning the Reſolution of Faith. And although 
I have not been much ſurprized with = attempts, yet I ſhall heartily 
conclude this great Debate with your laſt words in it. 7 he Conſequence I 
leave to the ſerrous conſideration of the Fudicious Reader, I beſeech God he may 
make benefit of it to his eternal felicity. 
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Of Schiſm. 


CHAP. TI. 
Of the Univerſal Church. 


The Queſtion of Schiſm explained. The nature of it enquired into, Several ge- 
neral Principles laid down for clearing the preſent Controver ſie. Three grounds 
of the charge of Schiſmz on Proteſtant Churches by our Author. The firſt, of the 

' Roman Churches being the Catholick Church, entered upon. How far the Ro- 
man Church may be ſaid to be a true Church. The diſtinitionof a Church mo- 
rally and metaphyſically true juſtified. The grounds of the Unity of the Catho- 
lick Church, as to Dotrine and Government. Cardinal Perron's diftinition 
of th: formal, cauſal, and participative Catholick Church examined. The 
true ſenſe of the Catholick Church in Antiquity manifeſted from $t, Cyprian, 
and ſeveral caſes happening in his time : as, the Schiſm of Novatianus at 
Rome ; the caſe of Feliciſſimus azd Fortunatus. Several other Inſtances 
out of Antiquity to the ſame purpoſe, by all which it is manifeſt that the unity of 

the Catholick Church had no dependance ox the Church of Rome. The ſeveral 
teſtimonies to the contrary of St. Ambroſe, St. Hiarome, John Patriarch 
of Conſtantinople, Sr. Auguſtine, Optatus, &c. particularly examined ; 
ard all found (hort of proving that the Roman Church ts the Catholick Church, 
The ſeveral Anſwers of his Lordſhip to the teſtimonies of St. Cyprian, Sr, Hie- 
rome, St. Greg. Nazianzene, Ss. Cyril, aud Ruftinus, about the infalli. 
bility of” the Church of Rome, juſtified. From all which it appears that the 
making the Roman-Church tobe the Catholick, is a great Novelty and perfect 


Teſuitiſmn. 


Ince ſo great and conſiderable parts of the Chri/tia 
_ Church, have intheſe laſt ages been divided in commu- 
/ nion from cach other, the great conteſt and enquiry 
>, hath been, which party ſtands guilty of the cauſe of the 
Z preſent diſtance and ſeparation. For, both ſides retain 
&4, {till ſo much of their common Chri/tianity, as to ac- 
—C& knowledge that no Religion doth fo ſtrictly oblige the 
owners of it to peace and unity as the Chriſtian Religion doth ; and yet 
notwithſtanding this, we find thelc breaches fo far from cloling , that, 
{uppoling the ſame rounds to Continue, a reconciliation leems ro humane 
realon impoſſible. An evidence of which, is, that thole perſons who 
either out of a generous deſire of ſecing the wounds of the Chri/?;az world 
healed, or out of tome private interclt or deſign, have made 1t their _— 
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1c to proveund terms of reconciliation between the divided parties, have 
been cqually rejected by thoſe parties they have protetied themiclves the 
member s) of, L ox v Iether any of the Roman Common have ingenuoully 
confetled the great corruptions crept into that Church, and delired a retor- 
mation of then, or :ny of the Proteffant Commun!on have endeavoured to 
excule, palliate, or plcad for the corrup!10ns of the Romar Church - we find 
how little incouragement they have had for ſuch undertakings from thar 
Chr ch whole Communion they have profeſied to retain. The dittance then 
being fo great as 1t 15, 1tiS@ very necellary enquiry what the ca/c of it js, 
10nd where the main favlt lies; and it being acknowledged rhat there is a 
poſſbility that corrpt7095 MAY get Into a Chriſtian Church, and it being im- 
poihble to prove that Chriſtianity obligeth men to communicate with a 
Ch: in all thoſe corrnptions its Communion may be taintcd with, it ſeems 
evident to reaſon that the cauſe of the breach mult lye there, where the 
corruptions are owned and impoſed as conditions of Communion. For, 
Can any one imagine it ſhould be a fault in any to keep o'r trom Communi- 
on, where they are fo far from being obliged to it, rhar they have an obli. 
gation to the contrary, from the principles of their common Chriſtianity ? 
and where men,are bound not to communicate, it 1s impothble to prove 
their not communicating to be Schiſm. For there can be no $:h1/z,, but 
where there is an obligation to communion ; Sch1/#« being nothing elle bur 
a wiltul violation of the bonds of <C{ri/tian Communion, and therclore 
when ever you would prave the Proteſtants guilty of Schiſm, you mult de 
it by proving they were bound to communicate with your Chr in thoſe 
things, which they are Proze/tzats for diſowning of. Or that there is {0 
abſolute and unlimited an obligation to continue in the Socjety of your 
Church, that no conditions can be lo hard, but we are bound rather to ſub- 
mit to them, than not joyn in Communioz with you. But we who Jook on 
the nature of a Chri/t:272 Society in general, the Foundations of its conſtituti- 
0z, the exdsand adeſions of it, cannot think our ſelves obliged to Commu- 
1ion in thoſe things which #zderm#xe thole Foundations, and contradif thoſe 
CHAS, | 

T his bving a matter of ſo vait conſequence, in order tothe fctling mens 
minds in the preſent diſputes of the Chr//?;az world, before I come to parti- 
culars, I ſhall lay down thoſe general principles which may manifctt how 
free Proteſtaatsare, from atl imputation of S$chi/p. Schiſm then import- 
ing a w#0lation of that Communion which we are obliged to, the molt natural 
way for underltanding what $4: 1s, 1s to enquire what the Fonndations 
are of Chriſtian Communion, and how tar the boxds of it do extend. Now the 
Fonndatioas of Chriſtian Communioa in general depend upon the acknow- 
tedgement of the 7y1zh of Chriſtian Reliogron. For that Relrgron which Chriſt 
came to deliver to the world being ſuppoſed zrze, is the reaſon why any 
look onrhemfelves as obliged to proteſs it ; which 4/72at70 extending to all 
perſons who have the fame grounds to believe the 77474 of it, thence ariferh 
the ground of Syczery 3n this profeſſion, which 15 a common 0b/0.1r104 Ot 
{-veral perſons joyning together in ſome acts of common concernment to 
them. TFhetruth then of Chri/tian Relicion being acknowledged by fere- 
ral perfons, they find in this Rel/2/0, ſome ag/045 which arc to be periorm- 
ed by feveral perſons in Society with each other. Irom whence arifetl 
that more immedaate obligation to Chri/?7: Society, mall thole who prolcts 
themſelves Chriſtians; and the whole number of 74+ /- whoown the truth of 
Chriſtian Retigion and are thereby obliged tojovnin Society with cach 
other, is that which we call the Carho/zck Church, Put although rhere be 
ſuch a rclation to cach other in all Chrf/razzs as ro make them one common 
Society ; yet for the perlormance of particular a7s of communion, _ 
mul 
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mult be leſſer Societies wherein perſons may joyn together in the actions be- 
longing to them. But [till the 0þ/72ation to communion in theſe teſjer, is the 
{ame with that which conſtirutes the great body of Chr;/ra-5, which is 
the owning Chriſ{;az4ry as the only true Keligion and way to eternal Happi- 
neſs. And therefore thoſe leiſer Sxczeries cannot in juſtice make the nece\. 
fary conditions of communion narrower, than thoſe which belong to the 
Catholick Church, 1. e. thoſe things which declare men Chriſtians, ought 
to capacitate them tor communion with Chriſtians, But here we Are to 
conſider thar as tobe a Chri/t;anluppolerh mens owning the Chri/tiaz Ret: 

joz tobe true, 10 the conveyance of that Rel:210# being to us now in thoſe 
Books we call the Scriprares, there muſt be an acknowledgement of them 
as the indiſpenſ{3ble rule of Fairhand manners, which is, That theſe Books 
are the 2reat Charter of the Chriſtian Society, according to which it muſt be 
governed. wy : 5 

Theſe things being premiled as the foundation in general of Chriſtian 
Soct-ty, we ſhall the better underitand how tar the ob/:0ation to communs- 
02 in it doth extend, For whuch it mult be conſidered, that the grounds 
of contin1ance M Communioa, mult be ſuitable and proportionable to the 
firſt reaſo of cntring into it. No man being obliged by vertue of his 
being in a Society, toagree in ay thing which tends to the apparent ruine 
of that Society ; bur he is obliged to the contrary, trom the general 
grounds of his firſt admiſtton into it. His primary o4/;gatioz being to 
rreſerve the honour and z2tereſt of it, and to joyn 1n a:#s of it fo far as they 
tend to it. Now the main end of the Chri/t:4» Society being the promo. 
tion of Gods hononr and the ſalvation of 1225 ſouls, the primary ob/igatio; 
of men entring into it, is the advancement of theſe eds, to joyn in all a&s 
of it ſo far as Toe tend to theſe exds ; but if any thing come to be requi- 
reddirealy repugnant to theſe exds, thoſe men of whom ſuch things are 
required, are bound not to communicate. 1n thole leſſer Societies where 
ſuch h1zs are impoſed, bur to preſerve their co:mmunion with the Cazho- 
tick Society of Chriſtians, But theſe general diſcourſes ſeeming more ob- 
ſcure, it will be neceſſary for the better ſubſerviency of them to our deſign, 
to deduce them into particulars. Setting then aſide the Catholick Soctety 
of Chriſtians, we come to enquire how far men are bound to communicate 
with any letſer Society , how extenſive loever it may pretend its commu- 
nion to be. 

1. [here is no Society of Chriſtians of any one Communion, but nay poſe 
ome things to be believed or prattiſed which may be repugnant to the general 
Foundations of Chriſtian Society. But if any Society ſhall pretend a neceſ- 
ſity of communion with her, becauſe it is impoſſible this ſhould be done 
by her: this priviledge muſt in reaſon be as evident as the common 
grounds of Chriſtianity are —_— more evident, becauſe the belief of 
Chriſtiazity it ſelf, doth (upon this pretence) depend on the knowledge of 
ſuch I-fall:b:lity, and the indiſpenſable obligation to communion depends 
upon it. 

2. There being a poſſivility acknowledged, that paiticular Churches may re- 
quire nnreaſonable conditions of communion , the ovlication to communion 
cannot be abſolute and indiſpenſable ; but only ſy far as nothing is required 
deftruttive to the ends of Chriſtian Society. Otherwiſe men would be hound 
to deſtroy that which they believe, and to do the moſt unjuſt and un- 
reaſonable things. But the great difticulty lyes in owny when {ſuch 
things are required, and who mult be the judge in that cafe : to which 
I nw. Day | 


J. Nothino can be more unreaſonable, than that the Society impoſing [ach 
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conditions of communion ſhould be juage, whether thoſe conditions be juſt and 
equitable or no. It the queſtion only were in matters of peace, and conve- 
niency, and order, the judgement of the Society ought to over-rule the 
judgements of particular perſons ; but in ſuch cafes where great Eodies of 
Chriſtians, yudge ſuch things required, to be unlawtul conditions of com- 
munion, what juſtice or reaſon is there, that the party acculed ſhould fir 
Judge in her own cauſe * : 
4. Where there is ſuffuctent evidence from Scripture, reaſon, and tradit;- 
02, that ſuch things which are impoſed are unreaſonable cond:tions of Chr;- 
ian communion, the act communtcating with that Soctety which requires 


theſe things cannot incur the guilt of Schiſm. Whuch neceſſarily follows 


from the precedent grounds, becauſe none can be obliged to communi- 
on in ſuch caſes, and theretore the not communicating 15 no culpable 
ſeparation, | 
GJ. by how much the Socteties are greater which are apreca 138 not Commu- 
nicat ing with a Church impoſing ſuch conditions 0 by how mich the power of 
thoſe who rule thoſe Societies ſo agreeing is larger, by fo much the more juſtifia- 
ble is the Reformation of any Charch from theſe abuſes, and the ſctl:yzz the * 
bonds of Chriſtian communion without them. And on thoſe grotinds , we, 
the Church of Romes impoſing unlawful conditions of communion, it was 
neceſſary rot to communtcate with her ; and on the Church of Englands 
power to reform it ſelf by the aſſiſtance of the Syprean poirer, it was law- 
ful and juſtifiable not only to redreſs thole ab»ſcs, but to ſettle the Church 
upon its proper and true foundations. So that the Church of Rowes im- 
poſing unlawtul conditions of communion, 1s the reaſon why we do rot 
eommunicate with her, and the Church of Exglands power to govern and 
take care of hey ſelf, is the reaſon of our joyning together in the ſerviceof 
God upon the principles of our Reformation. On theſe grounds I doubt not 
but to make it appear, how free the Church of England 15 trom all impura- 
tion of Schiſm-. | 
Theſe things being thus in general premiſed, we come to conſider what 
thoſe principles are on which you can found ſo high a charge as that of 
Schiſm on the Proteſtant Churches, And having throughly conſidered 
your way of management of it, I find all that you have to ſay may be re- 
folved into one of theſe three grounds. 1. That the Roman Church is the 
true and oaly Catholick Church. 2. 'I hat our Churches could have no power or 
cauſe to divide in their Communion from her. 3. That the Authority of the 
Roman Church ts ſo great, that upon no pretcnce forver could it be lawful to 
withdraw from Communion with her, 1 confeſs, if you can make good any 
one of theſe three, you do ſomething to the purpoſe ; but how little ground 
you have tocharge us with Schi/zz trom any of thele Principles, will be the 
deſign of this Part at large to manifeſt. Ibegin then with the j&-/f, which 
1> the pretence of your Churches being the Catholick Church : and here we 
again enter the /i/?s to ſee how fairly you deal with pour Adver{ary. Mr. F:- 
ſber ſaith, 1 hat from the Controverſie of the reſolution of' Faith the Lady callea 
them; and deſiring to hear, whether the Biſhop world grant the Roman Church 
zo be the riaht Church? the Biſhop (laith he) granted that it was, To which 
his Lordſhip anſwers (after a juſt complaint of rhe abuſe of arſprtations, by 
mens reſolution to hold their own, though it be by unworthy means and diſþa- 
ravement of truth) that the queſtion was neither asked in that form, nor fo an- 
ſrered. And that there is a great deal of difference ( «ſpecially as Romaniſts 
hanalte the queſtion of the Church) between The Church and AChurch, and there 
#5 ſome between a 1 rue Church and a Right Church. For The Church may import 
the only true Church, and perhaps the root and eronnd of the Catholick. And this 
( {ith 
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(faith he) I ever did gravt of the Roman Church, nor ever mean 10 do. But A 
Church, can imploy no more, than that it is a member of the whole. And this 1 
zever did ( faith he) zor ever will deny, if it fall not abſolutely away from 
Chriſt. That it is a True Church [granted alſo ; but not a Right. For Truth 
only imports the being ; right, perfection in conditions ; thus a 1hief'ts a true 
man, though not an upright man. So a corrupt Charch may be true, as a Church 
is a company of men which profeſs tha Faith of Chriſt and are baptized into his 
Name ; but it is not therefore a right Church, either in doftrine. or manner s. 
And this (he faith) i acknowledged by wery learned Proteſtants before him. 
This is the ſubſtance of his Lordſhips anſwer, to which we muſt conſider 
what you reply,7 hat about the terms of the Lady's queſtion you grant to be aver- 
bal Controverſie, and that whatever her words were, ſhe was to be underſtood to 
demand this alone, viz. Whether the Roman were not the True, Viſible, Infal- 
lible Church out of which none canbe ſaved; for herein (you lay ) ſhe had from 
the beginning of the Controverſie deſired ſatisfattion : And in this ſubjett the. Ro- 
man Church could not be any Church at all, unleſs it were the Church and a Right 
Church. The reaſon is becauſe St. Peters ſucceſſor, being the Biſhop of Rome, 
and Head of the whole Church ( as you tell us you will prove anon ) that muſt 
weeds but the Church wal oxlw if it be any Church at all, And beca:ſc the Church can 
be but one, if it be atrue Church it muſt be the right Church, But all this amaunts 
only to a confident aſſertion of that which wants evident proof, which is, 
that the notion of a Church relates to one as appointed the Head of the whole 
Charch, without which it wonld be #0 Church at all, Which being a thing fo 
hard to be underſtood, and therefore mich harder to be proved, we mult be 
content to wait your leaſure till you ſhall think fit to prove it. When you 
therc:ore rell us afterwards, { hat the Univerſal Church ſuppoſes the acknowledges 
ment of the ſane I'rcar of Chriſt, and that thoſe Dioceſes which agree in this ac- 
knowledgement as well as in the ſame Faith, and communion of the ſame Sacra- 
ments make up one and the ſame Univerſal Church ; When -you turther add, 
That the Roman Church is therefore ſtiled the Church, becauſe it is the ſeat of 
the Vicar of Chriſt, and chief Paſtor of the Church Univerſal: 1 can only ſay 
to all theſe contident affirmations, that if you had fate in the chair your 
felf, you could not have /z/4 more or proved lels. It is not therefore in what 
ſenſe words 2ay be taken by you (tor who queſtions but you may abuſe 
words ?) but in what /cz/c they ozeht to be taken. You may call the Biſhop of 
Rome the Vicar of Chriſt, but before you can expett our ſubmiſſion to him, 
you muſt prove that he 7s ſo You ma ' call the Roman Church, The Church, it 
you pleaſe, among your ſelves : but if by that you would perſwade us there 
can beno Church but that, you would do an office of kindneſs to offer a little 
at ſome ſinall proof of it,/.e.as much as the cauſe, and your abilities will at- 
tord. And what if he Antients by a true Church didimean an Orthodox Church? 1 
know bur one of theſe things will follow from it, either that they took a 
true Church for one morally and-not metaphyſically true ; or that it your Church 
be not an Orthodox Church, it canbe none atall. I'rom hence you proceed 
to quarrel withHis Loraſh!p tor ſaying, { hat may be a true Church which is not a 
rieht Church (which is all the thanks he hath for his kindneſs to you) ; for 
(lay you ) how can you call that atrue Charch in which men arc not ranpht the 
way to Heaven, but to eternal perdition ? Which is as much as to ask, How 
you can call that man a zrve 2a that hath a Leproſie upon him ? Burt if you 
had conſidered, what his Lordſhip had ſaid, you would: never have made 
luch an objection. For his Loraſbip doth net {peak of the /ouraze/s of a Church, 
but of the yet aphyſical entity of it» For he faith, 1t is true in that ſenſe as 
ens axd verum, Being and True, are convertible one with another | and every 
thing that hath a Berng ts truly that Being which it ts in truth of ſubſtance. 
But (lay you), how can that be a true Church which teacheth the way toeternal 
Nn perdition 
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perdition by ſome falſe Dottrine in matter of Faith ? becauſe tt either teacheth 
ſomething to be the Word of God which is not ; or denies that to be his Word 
which is : to err in this ſort 7s certainly to commit hh and mortal offezce againſt 
the honour and weracity of God, and conſequently. the direft way to eternal per- 
dition. An'excellent diſcourſe to prove that no man can be faved that is 
'not Infallible ! For if he be not —_ he may either zeach ſomething to be 
Gods which is not, or deny that to be hword that is; either of which being 4 
mortal offence againſt the honour and veracity of God , 1t 1s impoſlible any 
man that is not Infallible ſhould be ſaved : either then we muſt put oFthat 
humanity which expoſes us toerror, or pronounce it impotTible for any 
men to be ſaved, or elſe aſſert that there may be error where Gods VCracity 1s 

notdenyed. Andif ſo, then not only men ſeverally but a Sociery of ex wa 
propound that for ruth which 1s not, and yet not mortal'y offend __ 
Gods veracity ; ſuppoſing that Sociery of men doth believe ( though ally) 
that this is therefore zr»e becauſe revealed by God.In which caſe that Church 
may bea rrne Church in one ſenſe, though an erroneors Church in another : 
true;as there isa poſſibility of ſalvation in it ;erroxcors, as delivering that for 
truth which is not ſo.But here is a great deal of diterence between a Church 
acknowledging her ſelffallible,and that which doth not. For ſuppoſe a Church 
propoſe ſomething erroxc0w to be believed, if ſhe doth not arrogate Tfalli- 
bility to her ſelf in that propoſal, but requires men to ſearch and examine her 
do&rine by the Word of God,the danger is nothing fo great to the perſons in 
' her communion;but when a Charch pretends to be Infallible and teacherh ex- 
rours, that Church requiring thoſe errors tobe believed upon her Authority, 
withour particular examination of the Do/7rizes propoled,is chargeable with 
' a higher offence againſt the hozoxr and veracity of God,and doth as much as 
in her hes (in your exprefſion ) teach men the way to eternal perdition. And 
of all ſorts of blind guides it is moſt dangerous following ſuch who pre- 
- tend tobe J-fallzble in their b{izdzeſs ; and it 15 a great miracle if ſuch do 
not fall paſt recovery. The more therefore you aggravate the danger of 
error, the worle {till you make the condition of your Ch:rch, where men 
are bound to believe the Church Tzfallible, when ſhe propoſeth the moſt dax- 
Bn29. QErOUsS errours., Whenyou ſay, The whole Church is not lyabl: to theſe incon- 
wentences of ſeducing or bein? ſeduced, uf you mean (as you ipeak) of that 
which is: zruly the whole Church of Chriſt, you are to leck for an Aaverſary* 

in it ; if you mean the Roman Church, youare either ſeduced or endeavour 

to ſeduce in ſaying ſo, when neither that is or can be the whole Church, 

neither is it free from believing or propoſing errors, as will appear after- 

wards. You quarrel with his Lordſhip again, for his $imilitude of a man that 

may be termed a man and not be honeſt, and ſay it comes not home to the caſe. 

4 But we muſt ſee, how well you have fittedit. [ſtead of a man, you 

| Q. 5. would have a Saint put, and thea (you lay) the Parallel would have held 
much better. But certainly then you mcan only ſuch $275 as Roxze takes 

upon her to Canoize ; for the Queſtion was of oz: that might be a 2242, and 

not be honeſt, Will you ſay the ſame of  nong Saint too? If inſtead of Saint, 

you had put his Ho{rzf5 in, thereareſomein the world would not have 
quarrelled with you for it. Bur you are an excellent man at paralleling 

caſes : His Lordſhip was ſpeaking of the Metaphyſical Truth of a Church 

beins conſiſtent with moral corruptions, tor which heinſtanced in 2 thiefs be- 

ine truly a man, though not an honeſt men ; now you, to mend the matter, 

make choice of »oral Integrity, being conſiſtent with Metaphyſical Truth, which 

is of a Saint, and aman. And, Doth not this now come home to ou 

caſe ? That which follow's, to ſhew the incongruity of his Lor4ſp:ps Si- 

militude, would much more ſhew your wit, if it were capable of tolerable 

P. $29.thg. © lenſe : For, you ſay, the word Church ia our preſent debategrmplies 20t7 {imple or 
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' uncomponnaed term, 4s that of Man, but is a compound of "ſubſtance and accidents 
together. We had chought man had been a compound of [ub/tance and acci- 
dents, as well as a Church : Or, Did you mean lome 7Zranſubſtantiated Man, 
that had accidents without ſubſtance ? But as his Loraſhip ſpake of a rrut real 
14, who yet might want moral Integrity ; ſo he ſuppoſed there might 
' be a zrae real Church, as to the eſſeztzal parts of it, which yet might be in 
other reſpe&sa corruptedand defiled Church. But when you add, - 1 hat the 
notion of a Church implies Integrity and Perfection of Conditions, ſtill you be- 
tray your weak or wiltul miſtakes of a Church Morally tor Metaphyſically 
zrxe. If you will prove it impoſlible for a Church to retain its Being, that 
hath any errors in Dot#rize, or corruptions 11 Pratice, you will do ſome- 
ching to the purpoſe : but when you have done it, ſee what you oet by 
it; tor then we ſhall not ſo much as acknowledge your Church to be Me- 
raphyſically a true Church. It his Loraſhip therefore be ſo charitable, as to 
ſay, 1 hat becauſe your Church recerves the Scripture a5 4 Rule of Faith: ( thoueh 
but as a partial and imperfect Rule) and both the Sacraments us Inſtrumen- 
zal canſes and ſeals of Grace ( though they ada more, and miſuſe theſe) it * cannot 
but be a true Church in«ſſence : And you, on the other ide, lay, 1f it doth 
miſuſe the Sacraments, and make the Scripture am imper fett Rule of Faith,- it 
would be unchurched; Let the Reader judge, whether his Lordjhips charity 
for, or your own Teſtimony agaiaſt your Church, be built on better grounds. 
What follows concerning the Holy Catholick. Church in the Apoſtles Creed , 
the intire Catholick Faith in the Athanaſian Creed, the Churches being the Spouſe 
of Chriſt, and a pure Virgin, are all things as zruein themſelves, as your 
Church is little concerned in them. The #ruly Catholick Church being quite 
another thing from that which goes under the name of the Romaz Catho- 
lick Church ; and this /atter may proſtitute her ſelf to error, while the other 
remains a pure Virgin; and it 1s only your ſaying, That yours only is the 
Catholick Church, which is in effect to lay, That Chriſt hath a Harlot to his 


| Spouſe, as you ſpeak. | | 
Toomitt that which you call, 4 further skirmiſhing about the form of words, 6. 
and whether it ſavoured more of prudence, and charity, or cunning inthe Jeſuite, P. 123. n. 4; 
to inſtrutt the Lady what Queſtions ſhe ſhould ask ; we come to that which is 
the main ſubjeCt of this chapter, viz. Whether the Church be filed Catholick 
by its agreeine with Rome, which (you ſay) was arecerved and known Truth in the 
Ancient Charch, but is ſo far trom being 1n the leaſt true, that his Loyd/hip e. 130. n. 46 
deſervedly calls it, A perfect Jeſurtrſm. For ( laith he ) iz allthe Primitive 
times of the Church, a Man, or a Family, or a National Church were accounted 
right and orthodox, as th:y agreed with the Catholick Church, but the Catholick 
was never then meaſured or judged by Man, Familz, or i\'ation. But now in the 
Teſuits new School, the One, Holy, Catholick Church, muſ# be meaſured by that 
which is in the Dioceſe or City of Rome, or of them which aareed with it ; and not 
Rome by the Catholick, So upon the matter, beltke the Chriſtian Faith was com- 
mitted to the cuſtody of the Roman, ot of the Catholick Church; and a man can- 
not agree with the Catholick Church of Chriſt (inthis new doftrine of A. C.) 
unleſs he aoree with the Church of Rome ; but if b: agree wth that, all is ſafe, 
and he is as orthodox,. as he need be. To which you ſeem to anfiver at firſt by 
ſome light tergiverſations, 5 though this dia not follow from A. C's words, 
and that the Lady did not trouble her ſclf with ſuch punttilio*s xs thoſe of the agree» P. 131. 
ment of the Catholick Church with Rome, or Romes azreeing with the Catholick 
Church, butat laſt you take heart, and athirm ſtoutly, 7 hat the Church is fti- 
led Catholick from its agreement with Rome, and that this is no Jeſuitiſm, but a 
received and known Truth in the Ancient Church. In theſe terms then I 6x my 
ſelf, and this preſent diſpute ; as containing the proper ſtate of the Coxtro- 
verfre concerning the Carholick — nd if you can make it appear that 
n 2 the 
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the Church is ſtiled Catholick by agreeing with Rome, and that this was a recei- 


ved Truth in the Ancient Church, then you may very plauſibly charge us 
with Schiſez in our ſeparation from Rowe ; but it the contrary be madeeyi- 
dent, by your own pretence we are freed from that charge. 

Now in the handling this Controverlie, you firſt explain your terms, 
and then produce your Teſtimonies. In the explication of your terms, 
you tell us, The word Catholick mzry be uſed in three different Acceptions , 
Viz. either formally, cauſally, or by way of participation. Formally, the Uni- 
verſal Church, 1. e. the ſociety of all true particular Churches, united together 
in one body , in one Communion under one Head, is called Catholick, Cau- 
ſally the Church of Rome 7s ſtiled Catholick, becauſe it hath ax influence and 
force to cauſe Untverſality in the whole body of the Church Catholick ; to which 
two things are neceſſary, Multitude and Unity. The Roman Church there- 
fore, which as @ Center of Eccleſiaſtical Communion, infuſes this Unity which 
i the form of Univerſality, into the Catholick Church, and thereby cauſes in 
her Univerſality , may be called Catholick cauſally, though ſh: be but a pare 
ticular Church. As he .that commands a whole Army ts ſtiled General, 
though he be but a particular perſon. Thirdly, every particular Orthoaox 
Church ts termed Catholick participative, by way of participation, becauſe 
they agree in, and participate of the Dottrine and Communion of the Catho- 
lick Church. For which ( you bring ) the inflance of the Church of Smyrna 
writing to the Catholick Church of Phulomilion, &c. Thus we ſee (ay you) 
both how properly the Roman Church ts called Catholick, and how the Ca- 
thelick Church it ſelf takes cauſally the denomination of Univerſal or Catho- 
lick from the Roman, conſidered as the chief particular Church, infuſing 
Unity to all the reſt, as having dependence of her, and relation to her. Thus1 
have recited your words, that we may fully underſtand your meaning, the 
ſubſtance of which is couched in your laſt words, That the reaſon why any 
any Church was accounted Catholick, was fre its Union with the Church of 
Rome. Bur if it appear that this ſenſe of the Carholrck Church 1s wholly a 
ſtranger to Antiquity, That the Carholick Church was fo call'd upon far dif: 
ferent accounts than thoſe mentioned by you ; if the Churchot Rome had no 
other relation to the Catholick Church but as a member of it as other Churches 
were, then all this diſcourſe of yours comes to nothing, and that 1s it which 
I now undertake to prove. Now the Unity of the Catholick Church lying 
in twothings, the Doctrine and the Government of it, it in neither of theſe 
it had any dependence of the Church of Rome, then certainly it could nor be 
called Catholick, canſally from the Church of Rome. 

Firſt, the Church was call'd Catholick from the Univerſal ſpread of its 
Dotrine, and the agreement of all particular Churches 1n it. So Ireners dc- 
rives the Unity of the Church ſpread abroad over the world from the 
Unity of that Faith which was Univerſally received, and from thence 
ſaith , That the Church is but as one honſe, and having one ſoul and heart, and 

ſpeaks as with one mouth, Nothing can be moreplain 


Hanc preditationem cum acreptrit, & hanc 
fidem quemadmodum prediximus, Ecciefta , 
& quidem in univerſum mundum diſſemina- 
ta, ailigenter cultodit, quaſi unam domum in- 
habitans, &+ ſimiliter eredit 245, videlicet 
quaſs nam animam habens , & unum cor & 
conſonantdr hec predicat e# docet & tradit 
quaſi unum poſſidens 0s Irenzus adverl, 
hzreſ. l. 1. C.3. 

Eccleſia enim per univerſum orbem uſe; ad 
fines terre diſſeminata, &> ab Apoſtolis & a 
diſcipulis eorum accepit eam fidem, VC, 
l, I, Ce 2, 


than that Irezexs makes the conſent iz Dottrine to be 
the round of Unity in the Catholick Church. And 
that he did not ſuppoſe this conſent to ariſe from the 
Charch of Rome appears from what he ſaith before, 
That this Faith was received in the Church ſo univerſally 
ſpread from the Apoſtles and their Diſciples, Whuch 
muſt be underſtood of that univerſal dittufton of it 
by the fiz/# Preachers of it in the world, the continu- 
ance of which Do#rine was the ground of the Umzty 
in the Catholick Church. To the lame purpoſe Ter- 


tullian gives an account of the Churchs Unity, by the adhering to that Do- 


fy ime 


not the Catholick Church: 
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arine which was firft preached by the 
Judea and planted Churches there, went abroad and decla- 
red the ſame to other Nations and ſetled Churches in Cities, 
from whence other Churches have the ſame Do@rine pro- 
pagated to them which are therefore call'd Apoſtolical Church- 
es, as the off-ſpring of thoſe which were founded by them. 
Therefore ſo many and ſo great Churches, are all that oxe 
prime Apoſtolical Church from whence all others come. And 
thus they are all prime and Apoſtol:cal in regard of their 
Unity, 4s long as there is that communication of peace, ti- 
the of Brother-hood , and common mark of hoſpitality. 
Wherein we ſee, that which made Churches in Tertul- 
lians ſenſe Apoſtolical, 1s the embracing and continuin? in 
that Doitrine which was firſt delivered by the Apoſtles ; 
and thus Churches though remote from the Apoſtolical 
times may have the denomination of Avoſtolrcal from. 


Apoſtles, who having firſt delivered it in 


Statim igitur Apoſloli t. per Jude- 
am conteftata fide in Zeſum Chriftum 237 Ec- 
cleſiis inſtitu's 3 dehinc in orbem proſetts , 
eandem doftrinam ejuſdem fides Natiombus 
promulgaverunt, &* proinde Ecclelins apud 
wnamquamqzcivitatem condiderunt,a quibus 
traducem fide & ſemina doftrine, cetere 
exinde Eccliſie mutuate funt, & quotidie 
mutuantar. ut Eccleſi.e fiant : ac per hoc & 
ipſe Apoſtolice deputantur, ut ſoboles Apo» 
ſtolicarum Eccleſiarum. Onne genus ad ori- 
ginem ſuam recenſeatur, neceſſe e!t. Itaqz tot 
ac tante eccleſie, unaeft illa ab Apoſtolis 
prima, ex qua omnes. Sic omnes prime & 
Apoſtolice, dam una omnes probant unit a- 
tim: dum eſt illis communicatio pacts , & 
appellatzo fraternitatis, & conteſſeratio ha- 
ſpitalitatis. Tertul, de praſcript.hzrettc. 
CaP. 29, 


their conſent in Do&r:ze with thoſe which were founded by them. But 

here' is not the leaſt intim.ition of azy ceatre of Eccleſiaſtical communion in- ? 
fuſing «nity into the Catholick Chnrch,for this unity ariſeth from that Do@rine | 
which was declared in and propagated by all the 4poſtolical Churches. So 

likewiſe Theodoret Ipeaks, 7 hat there is one Church throughout the world, and 

therefore we pray , for the Holy, One, Catholick, and Apoſtolick Church, ex- 


tended from on: end of the earth to the other, Which ({aith 
.he) # divided by Cities, and Towns, aud Villages, fo that 
there are infijni1e and innumerable Chutches in the Iſlands 
and Continent, but all theſe are reduced to one, being uni- 
ted iz the agreement of the ſame true dofFrine. SO Con- 
fantine in his Epiſtle to the Biſhops who were abſent 
from the Council of Nice, ſaith, That our Saviour would 
have one Catholick Church, whoſe members though diſper- 
ſed in many ſeveral places, yet are nouriſhed by the ſame Spi- 
rit which is the Will of God. Inall which and many other 
places which might be produced to the ſame purpoſe , 
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we ſce a quite different account given of the axity of the 7/ 274.)-Theod. Ecelefi tuft | 1. ©.9- 
Catholick Church, from that which you mention as the cauſe of it ; we find 
the Church call d Catholick in regard of its /arge extent in the world ( as is 
apparent beſides theſe teſtimonies, from the Controverſies between Sr. 
Auſtin and the Donati/ts ) and the unity of that Carholick Church not placed 
inthe leaſt reſpe*t ro the ©. of Rome, but 1n the conſent in the Apoſtolical 
Doftrine in all thoſe Churches which concurred as members to make up 
this Catholick Church. Eo that the formal resſon of any particular Churches 
having the denomination of Catholick, muſt come not from any communion 
with the Chrrch of Rowezbut from the orn/ze theCatholick and 4poſtolrck Faith, 
and joyning in 997217102 With rhoſe Churches which did own and acknow- 
ledge it. And therefore we find that the fy-2bo! of communion in the att- 
cient communicatory letters never lay inthe acknowledgment of Chriſts Vicar 
onearth, or communion with the Church of Rome, bur in ſuch things which 
were common to all 49/tolical Charches. And therefore the Church of Rome 
could not be then accounted the center of Eccleſiaſtical communiogx as you ſpeak, 
after Cardinal Perron, from whom you have //erb2tizz tranſcribed all your 
tormer diſcourſe. This being therefore the utmoſt which that great wit of 
your Church was able to plead in behalf of its being the Carholick Church, it 

deſerves to he further conſidered. | 
| Wecome therefore to that kind of »-:ty in the Carholick Church which 
depends on the Government of it ; andrhis is that, which is pretended as 
the 
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the ground ofthe Romar Churches being the Catholzck Church ; becauſe 
thoueh (as Cardinal Perron lays) ſhe be ia her own Being particular, yet (he 
may be call'd Catholuck canſally, as the center and beginning of Eccleſiaſtical 
communion infuſing unity, which is the form of nniverſality, into the Catholick 
Church. This therefore muſt be more narrowly ſearched into, to ſee if 
this were 4 known and received truth in the ancient Church. Which is fo 
fir fromit, that we find no ſuch carſal influence from the Church of Rome 
then owned or aſſerted, but that the Catholrck Church was a whole conſiſt- 
ing of homogeneal parts, without an ſuch ſubordination or dependence, as the 
contrary ſuppoſition implies. _ This 1s, by none more fully aſſerted, than 
by ſuch who have with the greateſt zeal and induſtry ſtood up for the 
nity of the Catholick Church. The firſt of whom is St. Cypriaz ; in whoſe 
time and wFitings there are very remarkable caſes occurring to clear, upon 
what terms the «nity of the Carholick Church did then ſtand. The firſt I 
begin with, is the caſe which aroſe inthe Church about the Schifm: of No- 
zatianu, Which will give us the fuller diſcovery of the grounds of »zity 
in the Catholick Church, becauſe the firſt riſe of this Schi/m was 1n Rome 
it ſelf, For Novarts coming to Rome in a diſcontent from Africa, falls in 
with Novatianus (which two names the Greek writers of the Church 
commonly confound) who being likewiſe under diſcontent at theelettion of 
Cornelius tobe Biſhop of Rome, was ready to joyn with the other 1n fo- 
menting a Schiſmm. For which they made this their pretext, That Cor- 
zelizs had admitted ſuch to communion who had lapſed in the perſecution 
of Decins, which tended to the overthrow of the Churches purity. Upon 
this Novatianus gets himſelf ordained , by three Biſhops, Biſhop of Rome 
in oppoſition to Corelins .: the fame of which Schiſn; being ſpread a- 
broad, there was great making of parties on both ſides. Cyprian and the 
Churches of Africa atter full inquiry into it declare for Cornelirzs, fo did Dio- 
nyſins of Alexanaria and the Churches there ; but Fab: of Antioch with the 
Churches of Ponte and Ciliciafuſpend, and rather encline to Novatianms, for 
ſome time; till they wereafter, more fully ſatisfied by Dzonyſius of Alex- 


' andria. Now here isa caſe wherein the grounds of ity 1n the Catholick 


Cyprian. 49.52. 
c&. Kigalt. 


Church may be eaſily diſcerned, which it is plain fromthe proceedings in it, 
were (as inall ſuch emergent caſes ) what ſhould be derermined _ agreed 
on, by the conſent of the Catholick Church: i. e. of thoſe Churches which all 
conſented in the fame Carholick Faith, and therefore made up oe Catholick 
Church. Now itthe Church of Rome had been the center of Eccleſiaſtical commu- 
nion, and had infuſed Catholick unity into the Charch at this time, what way or 
poſſibility had there been for reltoring the Ch:rches unity ? Neither was 
the appeal made to forraign Churches meerly becauſe Rome it ſelf was dt 
vided, and ſo the Controverlie could not be ended there, but it appears 
from the whole ſtory of the proceedings, that this was looked on as the 
proper means for preſerving the »»ity of the Catholick Church, at that time; 
when the Faith and communion of the Apoſtolical Churches were lo fully 
known and diſtinguiſhed from all others. Thele things will more fully ap- 
pear from St. C Vprians Epiſtle to Antonianys upon the occaſion of this Schiſm. 
Who it ſcems at firſt adhered to Correlins and with him to the Catholick 
Church, (not as though his joyning with Corzelzs was the cauſe of his bein 

with the Carholick Church, but becauſe in joyning with him, he joyned with 
the Catholick Church , which declared for him) ; bur it ſeems afterwards 
by ſome Letters of Novatians he began to ſtagger, anddeſires Cyprian to give 
him an account whatHereſie \ovatiaznus broached,and what the reaſon was 
why Cornelius communicated with the lapſed perſons. As to which particu- 
lars he endeavoursto fatisfie him, and withal togive an account why they 


 joyned with Corpelins in oppoſition to Nowatianus, and what the prattice 0! 


the 
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the Church was, as to lapſed perſons, and on what reaſons it was built : 

wherein he tells him, That though ſome of their own Biſhops hid formerly 

denyed communion to lapſed perſons, yer they did not recede from the Unity 

of the Catholick Church, or commumion of the Fellowſhips, becauſe by them 

they were admitted. For, faith he, the bond of concord | 

remaining, and the communion of the Catholick Church mann concortie vinauto, & pefeoeents 

continuing , every Biſhop orders and difpoſeth his own acti. n—_ Ecclepe individu fact: _” 

ONS AS ONE that muſt give an account of his deſign to God. epijcopus, rati Py 1p. 

Doth St. Cyprian here ſpeak like one that believed the adituru. Cyprian. ep. 52. 

Church of Rome to be the center of Eccl: ſtaſtical communion ? = 

or, that the unity of the Church lay in acknovledeing the Pope to be Chriſts Vi- 

car, or in dependence on the Church of Rome ? when every B:ſhop #s left to 

himſelf and God, in all ſuch things which he may do, and yer hold commu: - 

nion with the Catholick Church?! And therefore afterwards he tells us, 7 hat 

there is one Church divided into many members throughout 

the world, aad one Epiſcopal office ſpread abroad, by the con- Cun fit 2 Chriſlo ua Feeleſia per totum 

ſent ing multitude of many Biſhops. If this Church be one G— — phe 2m — 

in this ſenſe, and the whole Government of the Church 4; nunerojtate diffuſus.1d. ib. p, 81. 

be but as one B7ſhoprick, as all the Biſhops unanimouſly 

conſent in the management of it ; then here is not the leaſt foundation for the 

Catholick Churches taking its denomination cauſ.;lly from the Roman Church, and 

much leſs for the B:ſhops having dependence on her, or relation to her. Since 

the care and government of the Church by theſe words ot Cypr/az appears 

to be equally committed to all the Biſhops of the Catholick Church. And from 

thence it was,that in this Ep:/#/e we read that St. Cyprian writ to the Church 

of Rome after the death of Fab:azns, to adviſe them what to do in the caſe of 

lazfed perſons, which letters of his were ſent through the world ; which, R7- 

galtius well obſerves, did ariſe from that unity of Ecele- ; 

fraſtical diſcipline, whereby Cyprian, not doubting but the 14q;tx mitatis Ecclefpaſtice diſciplin, Cy- 
preanus ſolicitudinem omnium Ecclefiarum 

care of all Churches was upon him, diſpatched theſe Letters 41 f; pe-rinere non ambigens.otiam Romaw {e 

to the Clergy at Rome ; from whence they were ſent through dediſſe literas ait ad clerum.Eas v1 literas 

the Catholick Church, as an evidence that there was but oxe | == of ny 

Epiſcopal office in the whole Church, part of which was com- ſrapatus, atq; hunſma1s Epiſeopatiis 6 Fo 

mitted in full power to every Biſhop, Thus we ſee a quire £5 Fſeops i IST! Ornebaten 

different account given of the azity of the Catholick OOO BOG 

Church than what you from Cardiaa! Perrox would perſwade us of. It be- 

ingan eaſie matter for men of wit and parts ( eſpecially ſuch as that great 

Cardinal was maſter of) tocoyn diſtinttions to make the molt abxſurd things 

lcem p/auſible ; but yet when they come to be examined, they are found to 

have no other 60770 but the invention of that perſon who coyned them. 

And that it is ſo as to this diſtintion of the formal, carſal, and par- | 
ticipative Catholick Church, will be further evident trom another caſe d. 9: 
which happened in St. Cypriars time, which was rhis. Felici{/iprs and 
Fortunatus being, caſt out of communion by a Sod of Africa Biſhops, 
when they ſaw they could do little good in Africa, run over to Rome, 
and bring letters to Cormelins the Biſhop there , milſrepreſenting the 
whole bulinel(s of their being ejected out of the Church, on purpoſe to 
perſwade Corn:lizs to admit them into communion. Who art firſt be- 
ing unwilling to hearken to them, was atlait by their threats and menaces 
brought to receive their letters. Upon which St. Cyprian writes an 
Epiſtle to Cornelins, wherein he tells him, That it the threats of ſuch 
profligate perſons ſhould relax the Churches dilcipline, all the prog and 
ſtrenath of it would be ſoon taken away ; that the ground of all $ch1{;- 
and Hereſie ariſes from diſobedience ro the Biſhop. Certainly he doth not 
mean the Biſhop of Rome, but every Biſhop 1n the Catholick Church ( for it 
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was not Coryetins but Cyprian and the African Biſhops who were difobey. 
ed ) upon which he falls upon the matter of their appeal tO A [orraign 
Chzrch, and after ſome fair commendations of the Church of Roxe ( the 
meaning of which will be afterwards examined) he very ſharply con- 
demns theſe appeals to forraign Churches as unreaſonable, unjuſt, and diſ: 
honourable tothole Brſhops, whole ſentence they appealed fiom. For, 
IWhat cauſe (faith he ) could theſe perſons have of como and aeclaring againſt 
their Biſhops? For either they are pleaſed in what they have done, and continue 


in their wickedneſs ; 


Nie autem rauſa reniends &> pſeudo-tpiſco- 
porum con'rs Fpiſcopos faftum nunczanai ? 
Aut enim olacet illis quod fecerunt, & in ſuo 
ſrelere perſecerant : Aut, ſi diſpliret &* rece- 
d nt, ſciunt quo revertantur. Nam cum ſta- 
tutum ſit omnibus nobis, equum fit pariter 
ac juſtum, ut uniuſcupulq; cauſa illic audia- 
tur, ubieſt crimen admiſſum , & ſingults 
pa ovibus portio greps ſit adſcrip'a , quam 
regat wwſquiſy, & gubirnt , rationem 
fur aftus Domino redd:iturus: oportet utzq; 
e08 quibus preſumus non Freumeunſarty REC 
Fpilcoporum concordiam coherenttm ſul 
ſwodo'a & fallact temeritate collides, ſed 
agere illic c:ſamſuam, ubi & accuſatores 
babere &+ +: os ſur eriminis poſſint * niſs 6 
paucts arſperatis & prrditis minor videtur 
eſſe auttoritas Ejiſcopo um in Africa conſti- 
tutorum, que j4n de illis fadicauerunt, & 
eorum conſcieiitiam multzs deiiftorum laquers 
vinftam judicii ſus nuper grauttate damra- 
runt. Cyprian. ep. 55-P- 95: 


or if they are diſpleaſed at it and recede from t, they know 
whither to return. For ſince it is decreed by us all, and it 
is athins juſt and reaſonable tn it ſel}, that every ones cauſe 
be heard where the fault was committed, and every Paſtour 
hath a part of the flock committed to him, which he is to 
rule and govern as being togive an account of it to God: 
it is requiſie that thoſe whom we rule over, ought not to run 
about, and break the concord of Biſhops by their headineſs 
and ſubtilty ; but there to defend their cauſe, whe#e they 
may have accuſers and witneſſes of their faults. Unleſs 
it be, that to a few deſperate and profligate perſons the 
authority of the Biſhops of Atrica ſeems lefi to them, who 
have already ſat in judgement upon them, and ſolemnly 
condemned them lately for their crimes, Can any thing 
be more expreſs and punctual than this reftimony of 
Cyprian 1s, to overthrow that ſenie of the Caths/ich 
Church which you contend tor? How far were Cypri- 


an and the A4fricaz Biſhops from making Rome the cen- 
ter of Eccleſiaſtical communion, when they looked on ap- 
peals thither as very nnjuſt and unreaſonable ? * What acknowledgement and 
dependence was there oz the Church of Roize 1n thoſe who looked on them- 
live! as having a portion of Chriſts flock committed to them, of which they 
were to give an account to God alone ? And I pray what excellent perſons 
were thoſe who undervalued the Authority of the African Biſhops, and ran 
to Rome ? St. Cyprian tells us, they WECre paucl, deſperati, peraitr, and tran- 
ſlate theſe with as much advantage to your cafe as you can. So fatal hath 
it been to Rowe even from its firft foundation to be a receptacle for ſuch 
perſons. And is not thisa great credit to your caule, that ſuch perſons who 
were cjected out of co-1z02 for their crimes at home, did make their re- 
ſort to Rowe? and the more pious and ſtout any B:{hops were, the morc 
they defended their own priviltedaes in oppolition tO the encroachments of the 
Roman See, Which was apt totake advantage from ſuch Rexegado's as 
rmeſe were, by degrees to get more power into her hands, and litt up her 
head above her fe//ow-Churches. But, left you ſhould think that St. Cyprian 
only ſpake theſe things in an heat, out of his o7polition to theſe perſons and 
his defire to cruſh them, you ſhall ſee what his judgement was concern- 
ing the ſame things when he purpoſely diſcourſeth of them. For in his Book 
of the Un:ty of the Church, he uſeth that expreſſion which deſtroyes all your 
{ubordinate union inthe Church 5 which IS, E:ſcopatus HANS eſt, cuUJus a ſangalis 
in ſolidum pars tenctur. They who conlider and underſtand the importance 
of that ſpeech, will tind nothing more dettructive to your dofrine of the Ca- 
tholick Church than that is, | For when he makes the Univerſil Government of 
rhe Chxrch to be but one Eprſcopal othce, and that committed in the ſeveral 
parts of it with full power to particular Brjhops, can any be lo ſenſeleſs to ima- 
gine that he ſhould ever think the Corermment of the Church in General to de- 
pend onany one particular Church as chief over the reſt ? And that the former 
wordsdo really import ſuch a fa4 power in particular Biſhops, over that part of 
the 
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the flock which is committed to them, appears from the true importance of 
the phraic iz /o/4zzz ; a phraſe raken out of the Civ! Lv where great 
dizerence 15 made between an oblization iz partemand ia {oli4;, and fo 
proportionable Eetween a tenure 7z partes and iz ſolidum : thoſe things 
were bld z ſo/:dzzzv;hich were held 72 full 7i2ht and power without pay- 
meats and actuonteaamczts: but where the vſzs-fruttzs belonged to another, 
it was not held 7z /o/;4:727, Sothat when 5: Cyprian laith, that every part 
beloaoinrs to each Þbijop was held in folidum, he therein unports that Full 12h; 
and porer which every Biſhop hath over h1s charge ; and in this ſpeech he 
COMmPpurcs the Gowernmeat of the Church to an eſtate held by ſeveral Free- 
hold:rs, tn winch every one hath a 7u// right to that ſhare which belongs 
to-him. Whercas according to your principles the Goverxmezt of the 
Church 1s ikea Mannor or Lordſhip, in which the ſeveral :»habitants hold at 
che beſt but by Copy from the Lord ; and you would fain have it at the will 
of jor Lord t00. Put thus far we ſce S. Cyprian was from your modern no- 
tion of the Carholzck Chyrch, that he looks on the Upry of it as depending 
on the conſent of the Catholrch Biſhops and Churches under their {al power, 
and not deriving that Uzz/y trom any partzcrlar Churchas the head and forz- 
taty Of it. And theretore in the former Schiſpzat Roze about Cornelins and 
Novatianus, S. Cyprian imployed two of Is colleagres thither, Caldomins and 
Fortunatns, that not only by the Lezters they carried, but by their preſence 
and Conſe! they {tould do their utmoſt endeavour zo 


ut ad Catholics Ecclefie unitatem ſcifſt cor8 


bring the mamnbers of that divided body to the unity of the ri, mmbra componerent. Cypr. ep. 42- 


Catholic: Church, Whuch 1s certainly a very ditterent 

thing trom the Catholick Church's deriving its Unity from the particular 
Ch:rch of Rome. Many other inſtances of a like nature might be produ- 
ced out of the Reports of S. Cyprians times, but theſe are ſufficient toevi- 
dence how tar the Unity of the Catholick Charch was then, from depending 
on the Church of Rowe. 

But, let we ſhould ieem to infiſt only on S. Cypr/ans teſtimony, it were 
eaſie to multiply examples in this kind ; which I ſhall bur touch at ſome 
of, and proceed. It the Chnrch of Rome then had been looked, on as the 
center of Ecil: ſ1:ſfical communion, 15 1t poible to conceive, that the ex- 
commune ous of the Church of Rome {hould be {hight- 
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cd as they were by Polycrates, for which S. Hieron. £9 bijr. EceleSaftic. id. $.Cap. 24: 


comments Tun, as a man of courage ? that Stephen 
{hould be oppoſed as he was by Cypriaz and Firmilian in a way lo reflect- 
ing on the 4:tho7;ty of the Romax Church ? that appeals to Rome ſhould 
be ſo ſeverely prohibited by the African Biſhops ? that carfes ſhould be de- 
termined by 19 many Ca-0#s to be heard in their proper Dioceſes ? that, 
when the right of ppea/s was challenged by the Biſhops of Rome, it was 
wholly upon the account of the imaginary Viceze Canon ? that, when 
71:5 undertook by his ſole power to ablolve Athanaſins, the Oriental Bi- 
{hops oppoſed it as irregular on that account, at the Corncil at Antioch ? 
that, when afterwards, Pazlzs, Marcellus, and Lucius repaired to Rome 
to Julizs, and he ſeeks to reſtore them, the Eaſtern Biſhops wonder at his 
offering to reltore them who were excommunicated by themſelves ? and 
that as when Novatzs was excommunicated at Roxze they oppoſed it not, 
lo neither ought he to oppoſe their proceedings againtt theſe perſons. 
What account can be given of theſe paſſages, it the Unizy of the Catho- 
lick Chirch had depended on the particular Church of Rome ? Belides, while 
the Chzz:h of Roxee continued regular, we find ſhe looked on her ſelf as 
much oblised to obſerve the excommuntications made by other Churches, as 
others were to obſerve hers. As inthe caſe of Marion, who being excom- 
municated by his F:ther the Biſhop of S:zope in Pontrs, and by no means 

Oo prevail- 
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prevailing with his Father tor his admiſſion into the Church again ; reſorts 
tro Rome and with great earneltneſs begs admiſſion there, where he recei- 
ved this anſwer; hat they conld not ao it without the 
command of his Father ; for there is one Faith aud owe 


T&F 5 of foe LA ook d we df 1) T(- conſent, and we cannot contradict our irorthy grother, Tour 
2004 {norton Shs bs ras Father. This ſhews the Unity ot the Catholic Church 
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to proceed upon other grounds than the c2»/2/ flee 
of the Church of Rome, when the conſent of the Church 
did oblige the Church of Rome, not to repeal the excommumication of a 


* particalsr Biſhop. Upon which ground it was, that S1ze/7zs proceeded 


ſo high in the ters of excommunication againftt Azdronicrs ; that he 
forbids all the Churches upon earth to receive him- into 


"Ri J& Tis ws Irena SiagoavCo, their COMMUNIOR. And withal adds, 1 hat if any ſhould 
Hoy tan ies, # d+32) m8 Sw- contemn his Church becauſe it was of a little City, and 
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Sync. epiſt. 7t were #07 neceſſary 70 obey /o poor Aa Church ; he lets 


58. P. 203. cd. Perav. them know that they make a Schiſm in that Church which 


P. 131. 


Chriſt would have to be owe. We lec here, on what 
cqual terms the communion of the Catholick Church then ſtood : when {6 
ſmall a Church as that of Prolemais could 1o tar oblige by her act the Ca 
tholick Church that they ſhould be guilty of $:5:/92 who admitted them to 
communion whom ſhe had caſt out of it. It Syzeſirs had believed the 
Church of Rome to have been the center of Fccleſraſtical communion, had it 
not been good manners, nay duty in him to have asked fir{t the pleaſure of 
the Church of Rome in this caſe, before he had paſted fo full and detini- 
tive a ſentence as this was ? But the wiſe and great men of thoſe ages 
were utterly ſtrangers to theſe rare diſtinctions of a carſal, formal, and 
{articipative Catholick Church. It is true indeed they did then ſpeak ho- 
nourably of the Church of Rome in their age as a principal z2:#%ber of the 
Catholick Church, and having advantages above other Chrrches by its being 
fixed in the /car of the Empire, on which account her communion was 
much deſired by other perſons. But till we find the perſons moſt apt 
to extol her Authority were ſuch as were moſt 9b0x/0vs, who not being 
able to hold any reputation in their own Churches, where their crimes and 
ſcandals were ſufficiently known, ran preſently to Rowe, which was rea- 
dy {till to take their part, thereby to inhance her power :. as 15 moſt evi- 
dent in the many diſputes which ariſe upon ſuch accounts between the 
Roman and African Biſhops. But theſe things we ſhall have occaſion to diſculs 
more particularly afterwards. At the preſent it may be ſufficient by theſe 
jew (of very many cxamples which might be produced ) to have made 
It appear, that it was far from beings a known and received truth in the an- 
cicat Church, that the Church of Rome was the center of Ecel:[7aſtical commu- 
104, or that the Church was call'd Catholick from the union with her and d:- 
pendence npon her. | 
But we muſt now conſider what ſtrenuous proofs you produce for fo 
confident an affirmation : your inſtances theretore being the molt preg- 
nant to your purpoſe which you could find in Azt/quity mult be particu- 
larly examined : your firſt is of S. Ambroſe, relutiz2 that his brother Sa- 
tyrus 20/2 02 ſhore in a certain City of Sardinia ( where he deſired to be 
Baptiſed ) d:manded of the Biſhop of that City whether he 


Attocauit ad ſe Fpiſcapum lors, perconts- CON ented with the Catholick B-(hops, that is (ſaith he / 
eqn eſtytrurnam cum Fpuſeopis Catbolicrs, yyigh the Roman Church, Theſe words I grant to bein 
hoc ett, cum Komana Eccleſia Convenirit, . Ra 

S. Ambroſe, but wholoever throughly conſiders them 
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will find how little they male for your purpoſe. For 


which it will be ſufficient to look on the following words, which —_ 
that 
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that at that time there was a Schſo in the Church, and S:irdinia was the 


chief ſcat of it. For Lacifer Caralitans had newly le- 
parated himfelt from the Chnrch, and had left Societies 
there which joyned in his Sch1ſpz. For Caralis was 
the Metrorolis of Sardinia, and it appears by S. Hie- 
rom, that the Laciferians contined the Church only to 
Sarainia, which 15 the cauſe of that expreſſion of his ; 
That Chriſt did not come meerly for the ſake of the Sar- 
dinians. So that thoſe Luciferians were much like 
the Doxatiſts, contining the Church only to their own 
number. Now there being ſuch a Schi/-z at that 


Et forte & ad id locorum in Scthiſnats ve- 
gion illins ecclefa erat. Lucifer enim (e 4 
noſtra tanc tempors communiore ditifhs at, 
& quanquam p'o fids exa'iſſet, oO [i147 [un 
reliquiſſet hereaes, non patinic tamen ft 
dem efje in Schiimate. Id, 1, 

Nec 00 Sardorum tantum 3falirucam Des Fi- 
lium deſcendiſſe. Hieron. C. Lucifer. init. 
Maſtruca veſtis Barbarice genus, quam Sar - 
dz ſui lingua Maſtrucam appellant + figni- 
ficans multos adbuc (upereſſe boros Chriitia- 
nos, etiamſi nullt eſſent in Sardini , in qu4 


fold ille Chvi/tt ecc.efucm ofſe volebat, Era 


mus ih Scholi1s, 


time in S:raizz, what did Saryrus any more than en- 
quire whether the Biſhop of the place he reſorted to 
was guilty of this Sch:ſ-2 or no? But (lay you) he made that the tryal 
whether he was a Catholick or 20, by asking whether he aoreed with the Church 
of Rozzvwe, To whichT anſwer, that there was very great reaſon for his par- 
ticular inftancing in the Church of Rove, 1. Becaule Satyrus was Origi- 
nally of the Chnrch of Rome himielf; for Panlizns in the lite of S. Ambroſe 
(Satyres his brother) ſpeaking of him after his conſecration to be Brſhop, 
ſays, 4d urbem Romam hoc et ad natale ſolum perrexit, He went to Rome, 
1.C, to the place of his birth; now Satyrus being originally a Roman, what 
wonder 1s it that he ſhould particularly enquire of the Roz2an Church ? *As 
ſuppoſe one of the Ga/icaz Church oof Arles or Vieana ſhould have been cal? 
upon ſhore 1n another 1/az4 belonging to France at the ſame time, and 
underſtanding there was a Schiſm in the place, ſhould particularly en- 
' quire whether they agreed with the Catholrck Biſhops, 1. e: with the Church 
of Arles or Vieana, Could you hence infer that either of thele wese he 
center of Eccl:ſiaſtical communion, and if not from hence, how can you 
from the other? Or ſuppoſe, inthe time of the Dozari/ts Schiſm in Africt, 
a {tranger coming accidentally thither and defiring communion with the 
Chriſ/tizns of that City he was 1n, ſhould enquire ot the B:ſhop of the Cry, 
whether he communicated with the Catholick Biſhops, i.e. with the Church 
of Hippo or Carthage, Could you hence infer that Hippo was canſally the 
Catholick Church, and if not, with what reaſon can you do it from ſo 
parallc] a caſe ? 2. Becaufe S:rdinia did belong fo the Metropolrtan Pro- 
vince of the Church of Rome ; It being one of the Srburbicarian Provinces 
under the juriſdiction of the Roman Lieutenaxt, and conſequently one of 
the Sub:rrbicarian Churches appertaining to the Metropolital power of the 
Biſhop of' Rome : and therefore it was but reaſon to ask whether the Churches 
in S.:rdizia did agree with their Mother Church or no. But all this is ve- 
ry tar trom implying that the Uzzzy of the Catholick .Church comes trom 
the particular Church of Rope : on this account, becauſe at thattime when 
the Unity of the Catholick Church whs preſerved by that continual corre- 
ſpondence between the parts of it by the formed letters arid otherwite,who ever 
was known to have communion with any one particular Church ( which 
communicated with the reſt) had thereby communion with the Cathotick 
Church. So that on that account the queſtion might as well have been asked 
of the Chnrches of Milan, Ao0bio,or any other in Italy as of the Church of Rome. 
For whoſoever communicated with any of them did communicate with the 
Cathol:ck Church, as well as thole who did communicate with the Church 
of Rowe. Sothat your firit in{tance will prove no more the Church of Rowe 
to be the fourtain and center of Eeeleſirſtical communion, than any other partt- 


cular Church. Your ſecond is, from S. Hicroms laying, 
That th: Church of Alexandria made is her glory to parti- 
c/pate of the Rom: Faith. But doth it hence tollow that 
0 ()o 2 


Sed tu ſcite, &*:. Koman:m fedem Apoitoli 
co ore landatam, cujus ſe 8jje partic iper? 
Alexandvina Eccleſia gioizatur, Hicron.ep- 
62, ad Theophil. | 
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the Church of Alexandria was therefore Catholick, becauſe {he participated 
of the Faith of the Roman Church conlidered as a particular Church ? For, 
any one who reads that Epiſtle will eaſily ſee, that S. Hierom there ſpeaks 
of the Rowan Faith, not as it proceeds from the Romaz Church, but as it was 
received by it ; and that he doth not underſtand ir of the then preſexr Ro. 
a2 Faith, any further than it agreed with that Faith which the Apoſtle 
commended in them. So that the utmoſt which can be extracted out of 
this te{timony, 1s, that it was the glory of the Church of Alexandria to hold 
the lame Faith which the Primitive Romaz Church did, for which the 4po- 
/#le commended it. Which is apparent by the deſign of the whole Epi/et, 


which 15 to encourage Theophilus the Patriarch of Alexandria to ſuppreſs 


the Nefarionus Hereſie (as he calls it ) of the Origeniſts ; for, it ſeems, [ hes 
hilzs then dealt more mildly with them, which Hrerom was dilpleaſed at, 
And therefore tells him, that although he took ſome care by the diſcipline 
of the Churchto reduce them, yet that was not enough, and thence brings 

| in theſe words n But withal know, that nothing #5 More 


Sed tamin ſito, nobis nil! eſſe antiquius 
quam Chriſti jura ſervare, nec patrum tran- 
ſrre terminos, ſemperque meminiſſe Remanam 
fidem Apoſtolico ore laudatam, cujus ſe eſſe 
participem Alexandrina Eccleſia gloriatur. 
Hieron. Theoph. Tom.2. p. 110. ed. Che- 


our deſign than to pref. rve the rights of Chriſt, and not to 
tranſoreſs the bounds of our Fathers, and always to rem:m- 
ber the Roman Faith, commended by the month of the 
Apoſtle, which tis the glory of the Church of Alexandria 


vall. 1533. 


that ſhe is a partaker of. If you had dealt fo tairly as to 
have cited S. Hrerom's words at large, any one might 
ealily ſee how remote they were from your purpole ; it being manifeſt by 
them, that S. Hierows only deſign was; To perſwade 7 heophilus to aſſert 
the ancient'Fa/th againſt the incroachments of modern Herefies ; and, to 
incourage him to it, mentions that commendation which was given to the 
ancient Faith by the Apoſtle writing to the Romans upon their receiving it ; 
and therefore ſince the ſame Faith was in the Church of Alexandria which 
the Romans were commended for receiving of, 7heophilies ought to be a 
vigorous aſſertor of it, againſt the oppolitions of Herericks. But how 
from hence we ſhould inter that the Chnrch of Rome was the fountain of 
Faith as well as center of COmmunion, Sa thing we arc yer to leck for, till 
you further dire& us. Yet, it may be, the ſtrength of it lies an this, That 
the Roman Faith was commended by the Apoſtle, And was not the Faith of 
other Churches where it was pure, commended as well as that ? And al- 
though the Fathers in their complemental addrefles to the Church of Rome 
were pleaſed often to mention this, 1 hat the Roman Faith was praiſed by the 
Apoſtle ; yet, as Rigaltius well oblerves, 1 hat the Latin 


Sic onnes fere Latinz Patres, Pauli ad Ro- 
manos wverva acceperunt,* quaſe rettior Cr 
fmncerior fuiſſet apud Romanss fides + cam 
hoe tantum aicat Apoſtol« 5 agere ſe gra- 
tias Deo, quod ubique paſſum ſama (it, #1 7- 
am Romanos rerum Dominos, fidem Chriſtia- 
nam ſuſrepiſſe. Quod certe ob dignitatem 
Urbis que totius orbis trat caput & genti- 
am Domira, wvaide ad fides Chriſtiane pro- 
pagationem conducebate Rigaltius Obſervar, 
ad Cyprian, epift p. 58. 


Fathers took thoſe words of the Apoſtle, as though their 
Faith were more pure and ſincere than in other places ; where- 
as the Apoſtle only ſaith, that he pave thanks to God that . 
there was ſuch a fame abroad, that the Romans who ſway- 
ed. the world, had*embraced the Chriſtian Faith. Which 
by reaſon of the dianity of the City which was head of the 
world, and empreſs of Nations, did conduce much to the 
propagation of the Chriſtian Faith, For that there was 
no peculiar excellency in the Roman Faith above the 


Faith of other Churches, appears from the ſcope of this Epiſtle which was to 
inſtrutt and ſettle them inthe right Faith, and from: the zeſtimonies of the 
Author of the Commentaries under S. Ambroſe*s name, and S. Hieroz: him- 


{elt. 
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na, ſuſcepirimt fem Chriſti, quamvis corrupto ſenſu, Ambrof, prefat. in epiſt, ad Roman. ' 


The former tells us, The reaſon why S. Pzu/ commended their Faith, 
was, Becauſe though they ſaw zo miracles yet they believed, thourh not ſo purely 
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as they ought to have done. And afterwards ſaith, That S. Paul commends 

their Faith although it were not exatt according to rule, 

get ſince by that they came to worſhip God in Chriſt he re- RQuamvis non ſecundum regulam ab autori- 
4 ws. © h obs » i And bus tradite veritatis, tamen quia quod ab 
Joyceth init, ROWING They ww a increaſe more 1 7t. ANA 1 De erat, znterpoſito no ine Chriſti, ce- 
S. Hierom elſewhere ſpeaking without deſign or inte- perant vererari, gratutatur, ſciens illes poj- 
reſt, ſaith, Not that the Romans have any other kind of 7 Pofizere. Id-adv. 8.1. 

Faith than what all other Churches have o but that there ,_ dd ail dates ment Stem, asf 
was greater devotion and ſimplicity in believing. And harc quam onnes Chriſti Eccleſie , ſed quod 


- <5 . . . . > = 
withal adds, that the very ſame faults which the 4po- 4evotio in eis. major fit & fimplicitas ad 


fle condemned them for then, did continue ſtillamong — ———— Ay SY 

them, the greateſt of which was Pride. And if this E420 

preſent Controverlie do not make good S. Hieroms obſervation till this 

time, weare ſtrangely miſtaken : for what greater Pr:de can there be, than 

for any particular Church to arrogate the title of Catholrck to her elf, and 

to make all others no farther Catholick than they participate of her Faith 

and Communion ? | | 

Your next Teſtimony is that of John, the Patriarch of Conſtantinople, &. 19. 

who did in his Epiſtle to Horm?/da, judge thoſe to be ſevered from the com- Concil. Tom, 

munion of the Catholick Church, who did not conſent in all things with the *P+707: 

See Apoſtolick : but the main force of your teſtimonies lyes in a preſum- 

ption that men will never take the pains to examine them. We mult 

therefore conſider the occaſion and manner of the writing this Epr/le ; 

for thoſe words you cite, are not the words of the Patr:arch himſelf, but 

of the form of /ub/cription required by Hormiſ/ds in order to an Union of 

the Eaſtern and Weſtern Churches ; which had been then a long time in a 

Schiſm., For after that Acacizs ſtood up ſo reſolutely in defence of the 

rights of his See at Conſtantinople, the Roman Biſhops (who made it then 

their deſign to infringe the /berzzes of other Churches the better to inhance 

their own ) would by no means admit of any reconciliation, unleſs the 

names of 4cacizw, and thole who defended him in that See being his Suc- 

ceſſors, as Phravita, Euphemins, Macedoniins, &c. were expunged out of 

the Diptychs of the Church ; which being ſo unjuſt and unreaſonable a de- 

mand, for a long time the Patriarchs of Conſtantinople would by no means 

aſſent to it. But after the death of the Emperonr Anaſtaſins, Juſtine Tuc- 

cecds in the throne, one who made it his buſineſs to have this breach made 

up; in order to which he writes to Hormiſ/da, and carneſtly perſwades 

him to a reconciliation ; and ſo likewiſe doth the Patriarch John. But 

it hath becn the common practice of the Biſhops of that Church, to be 

therein unlike the nju/# Frdge, that they will not be wrought on by i»- 

portunities ; but have been the more implacable, the more they have been 

ſought to : as it appeared in this preſent caſe. For this ſoure and infle- . 

Xible Pope would. not yield to any terms of Uz70z, but upon conditions of 

his own preſcribing, which were, the expunging of Acacins, and ſubſcribing 

that form which he ſent to them. Which when the Emperor and Patri- 

arch ſaw, though they were ſufficiently diſpleaſed at it, yet our of their 

greedy delire of peace, they were —_— rather to /allov theſe hard 

conditions than ſuffer the Schiſzz to remain ſtill. Now it 1s in this form 

of /abſcriptio that theſe words are contained, wherein they promiſe, zo# zo 

recite the names of thoſe in the ſacred myſteries, who are (wvered from the 

communion of the Catholick Church, 1.e. who conſent not in ail things with the 

See Avoſtolick. But leſt theſe words being thus inſerted by the Pope him- 

ſelf, {hould be interpreted to the diſadvantage of other Churches, and par- 

ticularly that of Conſtantinople; The Patriarch makes a Preface to that 

Subſcription by way of Proteſtation ; Wherein after declaring the ag. 1" 
of 
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of the Pope's letters, and congratulating the hopes of Uz'cz, he manifeſts 
his own defire of peace, and his willingneſs to retuſc the communion of 
| all Hereticks. For, ſaith he, I /oot oz thoſe oft holy 
San Fimere enam Dei Feclehas, i.e. ſupe- Churches of your elder and 0.:r new Rome, as both makins 
«apr by - cr + qe bat one Church. And after, declaring his aſſent to the 
TRL ooottats 1p iſ» 40, decrees of the four Gezeral Conncils, he adds, That 
Ich. { arriarch. cp. inter cp. Hor nuſd.35. thoſe who oppoſed them he Judged fallen off, a Sunct De: 
general & Apoſtolica Eccleſti, from the holy Carholick 
and Apoſtolick Charch. Now when the Patriarch was thus careful to ex- 
plain himſelt, ſoas to aflert that the Church of Rome, and that of Con/tan- 
{{:a2ple, made but one Church, when he adds what he means by the Catho- 
{ik Charch, viz. the truly Geaeral and Apoftolical Church; inter as much 
from Horm:ſds's words as you will, I am ſure you can do little to your 
purpoſe from the Patriarchs, taking them in the ſenſe he explains him- 
ſelf in, by this Proreftitiov. So that the meaning of them 1s only this, 
that as he judged the Chrch of Rowe a member of the Catholic Church 
( whoſe Uty required, that thoſe who were out of communion in one 
Ch:rch ſhould be lo wich the reit) ſo he conſented to acknowledge them 
» juitly excommunicated whom the Church of Roz would have to be ſo. 
So that hence nothing ariſeth to your purpoſe, more than will equally ad- 
vance the authority of any other particular Church ; whoſe excommuni- 
cations did oblige the whole Church, as we have ſeen already in the caſe of 
Sinope and Ptoleinars, 

d. 12. You proceed to another Teſtimony of S. A»fiz addreſſing himſelf to 
EEE =" [71 Uk . the Doxatiſts, telling them, 7hat the ſucceſſion of the 

Numerate ſactydotes vel ab ipſa ſede Petri = : : ; 
& in ordine illo Patrum quis cu ſucceſit Roman Biſhops is the rock which the proud gates of Hell 
videte, Joſs eft Petra quam non vincunt ſi= overcome not, thereby inſinuating, that the very ſucceſſion 
a 4 hy _ oy 74 in Pla. "# 7hoſe Biſhops is in ſome true ſenſe the Catholick Church, 
| (gl But from whence doth it appear that the ſucceſſion of 


the Roman Biſhops is the Rock here ſpoken of ? For S. Auſtin was there ar- 

guing againſt the Dozatiſts and ſhewing them the danger of being ſepara- 

ted from the unity of the Catholick Church; that if they were cut off trom 

the vac, they world wither and be in dancer to be caſt into the fire; and there- 

___ fore exhorts them, 70 come and be planted into the wine, 

Feniie fraires, ff vultis ut anjeranus it ,+ pojur a oricf to them to ſee them cut off Now inor- 
ite; Door eb cum Tos vedermus 1441s 214 Os . a : : 

[2-272 der to this, he brings in the former words to acquaint 

them with the way, whereby they might better un- 

der{tand the Catholick Church, which could not in reaſon be contined to 

their own age, but muſt be derived from the 4poſtles. So that his coun- 

7+-t4t. de pre fel 1s of the ſame nature with that of Tertrllian and Irenens, who put men 

Os Io upon a diligent ſearch into the /ucce//#ons of the Apoſtolical Churches, But 

now when by this ſearch they have tound out the Carholick Church, he tells 

them, 7hat z the Rock which the proud gates of Hell cannot overcome. For 

{o cliewhere S. Auſtiz calls the Carholick Church a Rock, as he calls it like- 

wiſe a Horſe, and a Czty, in leveral places of theſe dipntations againſt 

the Dozatiſts. As here before he calls it the /77ze, 

Auguſt, de baptiſm, c. Donatiſt, 1.3-C.:2. {034 whence all who are cnt off, wither and dye. But what 

15-3 þ <5" | 4. is all this to the particular Church off Rowe ; which 

Lc Unitar, Ecel. Cap. 29, none of the Diſputes with the Dozatiffs at all con- 

| cerned? As is fully manitelt trom the whole manage- 

ment of that Controverlic ; in which though he was ſo much put upon 

{kewing what and where the Catholrck Church was, yet he never oncc 

expreſſed any ſuch thing, as that the Church was called Catholick trom any 


relation to the Church of Reme, bur {till mentions 1t as a ancommntrt3 
which 
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which with other Churches made up one Catholick 
Commentaries on the 44th P/ilm : Behold Rome, faith 
he, behold Carthage, behold ſeveral other Cities ; theſe 
are Kings dauahters and have delighted the Kzng in his 
hononr, but they all make uv but one Queen, How in- 
congruous had this expreſſion been, had S. A»ſtiz be- 


Church. So 1n his 


Erce Roma, cre Carthago, tcce alie & alie 
cevitates : filte Regum ſunt, & delectart- 
runt Regem ſunum in bmore ipſins;, > ex 
omnibs fit una quedam Regina. Aug, in 
F. 44+ p. 282. ed, Froben. 


lieved the Rows Church to be ſo much above all others, that the ground 
why any others were called Catholick, was from their union with her ; 
and therefore he mult according to your principles have {aluted the 
Church of Rome as the Qycen of ail the reft, and m2de orher particular 
Churches but as her danehters and hand-maids. But S. Aſtin knew of no 
ſuch difference, but looked on all particular Churches, whether at Rom, 


Carthage or cl[ewhere, as making up but one Catholick Church. 


the ſame purpole he trequently ſpeaks, when he fayes, 
That the Church ts cald One in regard of her Unity, aud 
Many in regard of the ſeveral Socteties of Chriſtians 
abroad in the world ; When he calls the ſeveral Churches, 
members of that one Church which is ſpread all over the 
world, without ſctting any note of diſcrimination up- 
on one above all the reſt; When he reckons the Roy- 
man, Corinthian, Galitian, Epheſian Churches together, 
and that all theſe and the Churches propagated from 
them, do con{pire 1n one Upzverſal Church. But the 
places are ſo many to this purpoſe in him, that it 


And to 


Propter unitatem F.ccleſ;.e, una Eccleſiz ; pro- 
pter congregationes fratern.zs per loca mul- 
te ſunt Ecclefies TdainFfal. 141. 

An placet vobs, ut contra Eccleſins Jae Meme 
bra ſunt wins Ercleſie tot ovve diffuſce, &c. 
Id. de Unirar. Ecclef. c. 11. 


Verum etiam i as Ecoeftas ſans in Script a- 
11s Apoſtolicrs & Canonics pariter legimrs 
non ſolum Romanorum, Teri tam Cortn- 
thiorum, Galatarym, Epheſrorum, &Cc. Ht 
taceamn de als tam latis atq, mniverfis ter- 
rarum partibus, in quas ex bis Apojtocicts 
laboribus &> plantationebus porrecta crevits 


& creſcit Eccleſia, 1d. c, Creſcon. Grain« 


would look too much like oftentation to offer to prove © 7 = w1- 


a matter ſo evident to all that read any thing in him. 
Andis it poſſible then for you to think That S. Auſtin made the ſucceſſion of 
Biſhops at Rome in any ſenſe the Catholick Church ? You might as well ſay, 
that he made the Church ſpread all over the world a particular Church, as 
that he made any particular Church whether at Rome or elſewhere ( for he 
makes no difterence) to be in any ſenſe the Univerſel Church. | 
But that which you ſeem to lay the greateſt force on, is the teſtimony 
of Optatus Milevitanus, Who, lay you, after he had ſaid that S. Peter was 
head of all the Apoſlles; and that he would have beea a Schiſmatick, who 
ſhould have erected another chair againſt that ſingular one of S. Peter, as alſo 
that in that chair of $. Peter being but one, Unity was 10 be kept by all ; he 
adds that with Syricius the Pope he himſelf was nnited in communion, with 
whom the whole world ( ſaith he, meaning the whole Catholick Church) agrees 
by communicatory l:tters in one Society of communion , See here (lay you) 
hov clearly he makes the union with the Biſhop of Rome the meaſure of the 
Catholick Church ; which the Biſhop calls a Jeſuitiſm, and further proves him- 
ſelf to be in the Catholick Church, becauſe he was in communioa with the See of 
S. Peter. For our better underſtanding the meaning of theſe words of 
Optatus, we mult conlider the ſtate of the Controverfic between Optatrs 
and Parmenianns, by which it will appear, how very little theſe words of 
his make to your purpoſe. The main queſtion between the Catholicks and 
the Doxati/ts was, about the Catholick Church, To whom it was that title ' 
did belong. The difficulty ſeemed the greater, becauſe there was no 
difference between them in any matter of F:zh, or in the ſubſtance of the 
Sacraments, and therefore they were fain to find out other means to de- 
cide this Controverſie, than by cither of thoſe two. For which the Ca- 
tholicks made choice of theſe two arguments Univerſality and Svreeffton, 
the former as agreeing with that large ſpread of the Church which was 
Propleſicd to be in the times of the Goſpe!, whereas the Doxatiſts con- 
tined the Church to a Corner in Africa : the latter in regard of the _—_ 
ity 


$. 14, 
Ibid. 


Corr 
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ſity of deriving, themſelves from the 4poſfolzcal Churches, Now the Do- 
zatiſts denying any but themlelyes to be the Catholrek Chnriwm, the proof lay 
on their A4v4r/aries part, who upon all occaſions ofter to make it good, 
That the Chrrch from which the Dozatifts leparated themicives, was the 
only zrue and Catholick Chard, Accordingly Optatzs having in the tirſt 
book diſcuſſed the matters of fa abour the rife of the $4. /;», the ordi- 
nations of Cecilizz and Haporinus, and the proceedings uled tor the end. 
ing the Schiſz:, in this ſecond Book he enters on the Controverlie of the 
Church which Parmeniinns would have to be only among themſelves ; 
againſt which he urgeth fir{t, that then certainly the Chr could not be 

called Catholick , becaulc it was ſo called from its 


9 ergo ett proprittas Catholiri nomin:s, 
eum nee ditla fit Catholtca, quod ſit rati- 
on2"ilis &> ubin; dif}xſa ? Oprtar. |. 2. 


large comprehenſton and nutverſal ſpread, Had Opta- 
tus believed, the ground of the Chrrches being Catho- 


lick had been its union with the Church of Rowe, he 
would never have given that account of its being called ſo, which here he 
doth. After which he produceth many places of Scr/pt*re to prove the 
large exteat of the Church, and concludes, / ht to be the Catholick Church 
which was diffuſed over all the world, than winch nothing can be more 
contrary to your pretenſions, who limit and contine the Catholick Church 
to your own party as the Doz11ifts did. And it thoſe arguments then 
uſed againit the Donatifts had any force againſt thein, they have {tillas 
much againlt you, who exclude ſo great and confiderable Chrch:s from 
being members of the Catho/7ck Church becauſe not of your communion. 
From hence Opt.2:#s proceeds to examine, Which had the butter title to be 
the Catholick Church on the account of Srcceffton ; and Parmentanms reckon- 
ing the Cathear. in the firit of the dotes Eceleftie, Optatus begins with that 
by which is underftood the /zvful derivation of por for powuerning the 
Church, {0 Albaſpineus, (as well as others) underftands it. Now the 


C!9:44 4 Fpiſcopaiem, primam miſſionem, 
mime po:eftatew,a qua cetere deduterentur. 
\ !aſp:Nius in Optar. 11h. 2, 


can that Cthedra 


Controverſie was, where this Cathedra was. Optarus 
Proves, there can be 10 lawful power but what is derived 
from the Apoſtles, and therefore where the /xccef/ton 
is plain and uninterrupted, there and no where elle 
be. Wiih Epiſcopal chair being firſt placed 1t Rome 


by S. Peter, i which he as chief of the Apoſtles fate, from whence he had his 
ame Cephas ; iz which one chair Unity ſhould be kept by all ; t:{t the other 


Fett ii Nig are 100 potes,ſ*ire tein urbe R1# 
Ietro premu Catiidvan Friſcopalem tle co!- 
latam, #n qui ltderit omniam Apaſtoloruy 
coput Fetvus 5, inar & Cephas appe!atr's tt 1 
i” 114 114 Cathedrt, units ad omni jet - 
o2Yitur, #6 Cates Apoltoli firgalas for quiſ- 
que def ndevent © ut jam Schiſmations & pec- 
cator ifſet, qui contra ſingularem Cat edramn, 
a'tiremeollorerit, Ergo Cathedra wit que 
et prima de dotivin, felit prior Petvres « 048 
ſirrefhut Linus, Linn Clements, Ke. Damaſs 
Siriraus hore quit noſter et Sorts 5 Cam 949 
tots bis conmmireio formatarum it u4 
Communion (3-tetate concordate Veſir.e Ca- 
the ire 2080 iginem ridditequi vos wits 
ſinflam Ecotleſeannwenditare, Optatus . 2. 
9. 4 jujpicor her very (unde Ciphors” 20: '. 
[1irs eft) coffe ininte alicnmm gleſſs a7 Mays 
einem lemen 6 aluvipte i dcinde avs LOT 7/5 
viitxt id 711 rte, EaldaininO rat. i. 2, 


Apoſtles ſhould ſet up others againſt it ; fo that he muſt be 
a ſchiſraatick and offender, who ſhould place another chair 
againſt thit. 1 herefore in this one char $. Peter fate ſirff, 
to whom f:cceeded Linus, to hizz Clemens. aud ſo oz 70 
Siricius 1 ho joys with us, with whom the whole world 
conmnicates by the enterconrſe of formed letters. Do 
vor m2W gtve an account of your chair, who challrnge to 


nour felwes the name of the Holy Church. To pals b 


that ridiculous account of the name Ceph.zs, which 


Baldria {uppoſes to be inſerted into the text trom ſome 
ignorant gloſs made in the margin, the main thing 
to be conlidered, 1s the {cope and delign of thele 
words; in which he doth two things, 1. He ſhews 
the evident ſucceiſion of the Carholrck Biſhops from 
S. Percy in the Church of Rome, winch he doth by a 
diſtinct and particular enumeration of them. 2, From 


thence ſhews the unlawtulnets of ſctting up another c-a/7 in oppoſition to 
that, 7z. e. pretending to another right of Goverament than what was con- 
veyed down from the Apo///cs; or ſetting up another <<: in oppolition to 


rhat of S. Pctcy at Rowe, 7. c. that ſucceſſion of Biſhops which was derived 
; from 
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from him. Now, faith he, God providing for the unity of the Church, in- 
tended there thould be but one chair ina place, z. e. that the ſeveral Av/tles 
ſhould not in the ſame p/ace ſet up a diſtin& Cathedra or ſucteſ/fon of Church- 
Goverz0s, and therefore though St. Paul as well as St. Peter were inl{tru- 
mental in the ſettling the Church of Rome, yet, that the Churches Unity 
might be preſerved, there were not two diſtin&t eres of Biſhops, the one 
deriving trom St. Peter and the other from St. Paul. So that Optatus his 
ſaying 15 much of the ſame nature with that of Cypz772 in the caſe of the 
S:hiſzz about Cornelis and Novatians, who urgeth that moſt, {hat there 
oncht to b- but one Biſhop in one Church, now the Biſhop and his Cathe4ra are 
correlates to each other. Optatrs therefore ſaying that there was but oxe 
Cathcara at Rome, puts the Donatiſf; upon this ifſue, that if they could not 
deduce their ſucce//roz trom St. Peter at'Rome, they could have no pretence 
to the C ?thedra there. And therefore challengeth them to deduce the /c. 
c:fſioa of their Biſhops there, as at large appears in his following diſcourſe. 
Which could be no higher than of Mzcr96:z5 trom Encolpins, Encolpins from 
Bonifacins Ballitanns, as hetrom /ictor Garbienſis, who 
was {ent over on purpole from the Dozat'/ts in Africz to #55 ſtdit vidtor Garbienſie,d veltris jam du- 
WY a .  aum de Af ica_ad paucos erraticos miſſus, 
makea fattion and a party at Rome, among the African 4.;, opraus ivid. | 
Inhabitants there, Now this being the utmoſt /xcceſ/tor 
they could pretend to, and that being 1n oppoſition to that /acceſiox which 
wasderive«| from St. P-ter, nothing could be more plain than that at Rome: 
(about which the Conteſt was) the Chara could not belong to the Dox- 
tiſts but their Adver/ſaries; and therefore that being by Parmenirnns acknow- 
ledoed one of the dowries of the Catholice Church, the title of that could not 
belong to the Doxati/ts but their oppoſers. This therefore doth not at all 
concern Romes being c:/+ally the Catholick Church, but 1s only produced asa 
particular Chrrch tor a known inſtance whereby to decide this particular 
Controverſie of ſucceſſion. For otherwiſe the argument would haveheld 
as well. for any other Apoſtolica! Church where the ſucceſſion was clear : 
And therefore afterwards he mak.s the communion with = 
the ſeven Churches as plain an argument of communion with Hes From Ei quicqud fors of 
the Catholick, zs he doth here of the Church of Rome. "T0 
You may therefore every jot as well make the ſeves Chnrches of Aſia, to be. 
cauſally the Catholick Church, as the Churchof Rome. And to the ſame pur- 
poſe he inſtanceth 7» the Corinthian, Theſſalonian, Gal 
tin Churches, as he doth in that of Rome, or the vez 7:55 witas diſplicet;, hot {i eramen put .re, 
0 Ol argue nos Theſſ alonicenſibus,, Corinthits,G4- 
Churches, We fee then, Opratus his defign was to 1:1feprm Eccleſus que font in Aſia, com - 
ſhew that their Church from which the Donatiſts lſepa- muiciſe. Ibid. 
rated, was the true Catholick Charch, which he proves 
from their communion with all che Apoftolical Churches, which had a clear and 
diſtintt ſucceſſion from the Apo///es their planters. And becauſe of the :cr- 
zity and Fame of Roe, and the caſter knowing the ſucceſſion there, he in- 
ftanceth in 7hat in the firſt place, and then proceeds to the reſt of them. But 
withal, to ſhew the Unity ot all thele Apoffolical Churches, when he had men- 
tioned S7r;cins as the preſent B:{hop of Roxre, he adds, That all the world agreed 
with him in the entercourſe of the formed Letters ; not thereby intimating any 
ſupremicy of that Churchabove others, but to ſhew that thar ſucceſſion he in- 
ſtanceth in at R 0122, WAS of the Catholick Church, becauſe the whole Chriſtian 
world,did agree in Communion with him that was the Biſhop there. And when 
he fpeaks of oe chair, it is plain, he means it of the par- : ; | 
ticular Church of Rowe, becauſe every Apoſtolical Church {,",u. pririg  - | -— math 
had an Apoſtolical Chair belonging to It. SoTertullian ſidentur. Terrul. praſcript. ad harert. 
expreſly, 1 hat in all the Apoſtolical Churches there were 495g EclieC. to han. 
their Chairs ſtill remainins, And Enſcbius particularly 
P p 1 mentt- 
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mentions the 4poſtolical T hrone Or Chair at Hierufalem, as others do that of 
AMartat Alexardria, and of the reſt elſewhere. Nothing then can poſlibly 
be inferred from theſe words of Optatus concerning the Churchof Rowe, but 
what would equally hold for any other Apoſtolical Church, and how much 
that is, let the Reader judge : And how much loever it be, it will be very 
little for your advantage, who pretend to ſomething pecu/zar to the Church 
of Rome above all other Churches. 
d. I5. From Optats you proceed, or rather return to S. Hierom, who, (lay 
Iyid, you ) profeſſes the Church is built upon S. Peter's See, and that whoever eats 
the Lamb, that is, pretends to believe in Chriſt, and par- 
1 go nullum primun (premium fortaſſe reti- t akes of the Sacr ament S ont of that hom eg that 7, Out of 
od ie [nw ++ 4 941 agrae>oFpnein the communton of that Church, FA prophane, and an Als 
So F ir = - Pry jp os fo ſam {: ig, £2 3 Yeay that be belongs FO Aztichriſt, and aot to Chriſt, 
Quicunq; exti2 han domum A-num comede- whoever conſents not with the ſucceſſor of $. Peter. This 
ritgp ofantes eft— Qujcing; te 1m non colt "Toſtimony ſounds big and high at firſt, and I ſhall 
git, ſpaigit, hoc et, quz Chriſt; non eft, An- : h : p 
£::þr411s ct. Hicron. cp. 57.ad Danuſ. Not impute theſe expreſſions either to S. Hierom's 
heat, or his flattery, although it looks the more ſuſpici- 
ous, becaule at that time he had ſo great a pique againſt the Eaſter Biſhops, 
and that theſe words are contained in a complemental addreſs to Damaſzs. 
But, ſetting aſide what advantages might be _ on that account, to 
weaken the force of this Teſtimozy, if we conſider the occaſion or nature of 
thele expreſſions, we ſhall find that they reach not the purpoſe you deſign 
them for. We muſt therefore conſider, thatat the time of the writing this 
Eviſtle, S. Hierom leems to be 1n a great perplexity what to do in that diyi- 
ſion which was then in the Church of Antioch, concerning Paulinns, Vitalis, 
and Mzetins ; but beſides this Schiſaz, itleems S. Hierow luſpetted ſome re- 
mainders of Arriaziſm to be {till among them ; from their demanding of him, 
Whether he acknowledged three diſtint hypoſtaſes in the Trinity. Now 
To:1imer. 1.2. S. Hierom by hypoſtaſis underſtands rhe eſſexce, as many of the Greek Fathers 
'G 8. did ; and thence the Sardican Conncil defined, That there was but one hypoſta- 
ſis of the Father, Son, and Spirit ; and theretore he ſuſpets, that when they 
require of him the acknowledgement of 7hree hypoſtaſes, they might deſign 
to entrap him, and unawares betray him into Arriamſm. And therefore 
argues ſtifly in the remainder of that Epit/e, that hypo- 
1 m5 xarel js top nikil aliud ſtaſis properly ſignifies elſexce, and nothing elle : and 
y,oſtaſm niſiniſtesiay nouit. Id.1h. 4 al? WH , E 
trom thence urgeth the inconvenience ot admitting 
the terms of three hypoſtaſes. Now S. Hierom being thus ſet upon by theſe 
Eaſtern Biſhops, he keeps vt from communion with them, and adviſeth 
with the A-2yptian Confeſſors, and follows them at preſent ; but having 
received his Baptiſm in the Church of Rowe, and being looked on as a Re- 
| s »:1z Where he was, he thought it neceſſary to addreſs 
_— rey os 1% himſeltto Pope Damaſis, to know what he ſhould do in 
Ab Arrianorum preſule & Campenſrous 5 this calc. And the rather, becaule it S. Hierom had 
novellgn 4 ne Pomire Konano momnee i conſented withthem, they would have looked on it as 
2 ws an evidence of the agreement of the Roman Church with 
them. Therefore he ſo carneſtly and importunately writes to Damaſus 
concerning it, as being originally part of his charge, having been baptized 
in that Church. 

But (lay you) whatever the occaſion of the words were, Is it not plain, that 
he makes the Church to be built on $. Peter's See, and that whoſoever is out of 
the communion of that Church, is an Aliew, and belongs to Antichriſt ? To that 
therefore I anſwer, 1. That he dothnot ſay, that the Carholrck Church is built 
on the particular Chuzch of Roxze : for it is not, ſuper haze Petram, as reter- 
ring to the Carhedra unmcdiately preceding ; but, ſaper ://am, and therefore 
it 15 not improbably ſuppoſed by ſome, that the Rock here refers to _ 

And, 
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And, although Era/-zus doth imagine, that ſome particular priwiledze and 
:2nity did belong to Rome above other Churches from this place (which 1s 
not th2 thing we contend about) yet withal he ſays,that by the Rock we mult 
not underitand Rowe ; for that may degenerate : but we | 
muſt underſiand that Faith which Peter profeſſed. Ard na, eh» far m_ hats: 
it 15a much caſter matter for Marianns Victorins, to tell Petrus proſeſſus et. Eraſmus in Schol. 
him, he tes, as he doth here in plain terms, than to be rs epi pet | ping 
able to contute what he ſaith. And that the rather, | 
becauſe he begins his diſcourſe in that manner, Ego pullum primum nift Chri- 
ſtum ſequens, whereby he attributes the ſupreme power, and infallible judge- 
ment in the Church only to Chriſt, For, as for your learned corre&tion of 
DY AIM for primum, though you follow Cardin! Perron in it, yet it 15 with- 
out any probability at all, it being contrary toall the 1758. uſed by Eraſpzus, 
Victorins, Gravins, Poſſeviz, and others; and hath no authority to vouch 
it, but only Graz/az, who 1s condemned by your own Writers, tor a falfifer 
and corrupter of Authors. 

2, Ianſwer, when S. Hierom pronounces thoſe Alzems and prophane, who 
are out of the communion of the Church , either it belongs not to the particular 
Church of Rome, or, it it doth, it makes not much for your purpoſe, 
x. There 1s no certainty that he there ſpeaks of the particular Church of 
Rome, but that he rather ſpeaks of the true Univerſal Church ; for it is 
plain, he ſpeaks of that Church which 7s built upon the Rock : now by your 
own confeſſion, that cannot be the Church of Rome, tor that you ſuppoſe to 
be the Rock it ſelf, viz. the See of Peter, and therefore the Church built up- 
on it, muſt be the Univerſal Church. And that this muſt be his meaning, 
appears from his plain words, for he faith, Upoz that Rock the Church is 
built, and whoſoever eats the Lamb without this houſe, is prophane ; —— hecan- 
not certainly mean, Mhoſoever eats without the Rock, but without the houſe 
built upon it ; lo that the houſe in the latter c/auſe muſt needs be the ſame 
with that which was built oz the Rock 1n the former. Either therefore you 
muſt deny the Ste of Peter to be the Rock, or you mult of neceſlity aſſert the 
houſe built nupoz it tobe the Univerſal Church, and not the particular one of 
Rome ; and conſequently the danger lyes not upon mens not being in com- 
munion with the Romaaz, but with the zruly Catholick Church, And how 
from hence you will infer, Th: they are prophane who are out of the Roman 
Church ; it would be worth our while to underſtand. 2. Suppoſe I ſhould 

rant, that S. Hicrom did mean the particular Church ot Rowe, yet Tam not 
ſatisfied, that this comes home to your purpoſe,unleſs you could prove, that 
S. Hierom ſpake of what was neceſſarily and unalterably to be 1n the Church 
of Rome, and not meerly of what was in that time, when he ſpake theſe 
words. But that is your perpetual Para/ogiſz in the citations of the Fa- 
thers, in praiſe of the Church of Rome, what they ſpake, and it may bede- 
ſervedly of the Chrch of their own time (although ſometimes their Rhero- 
rick ſwell'd too high in their Excomaſtichs) that you wi'l needs have to be 
underſtood of the ſame Church at all times, and 1n our preſent age. As 
though it were not poſſible for a Church tobe eminent for purity of Do- 
frine in one age, and to decline as much from it in another. But I need 
ive no other inſtance in this caſe, than St. Hierom himſelf, for if we be- 
= St. Hicrom in his Catalozue, the two immediate predeceſſors of Damalſus, 0 
iz the See of Rome, Liberius, ad Felix were taiated with Herefie ; and that }," # 25mg 
very Hereſte,uiz. Arrian'ſm, which S. Hicrom writes to Damaſys about Now. 
I pray, tell us then, Whether if S. Heromz had lived in Liberins his time, 
would he have writ to him after the ſame rate he now writes to Damaſus ; it 
he had been ofthe ſame mind then, he would have been fo far from ſcrupling 
the three h1p?21ſes, that he muſt have ſubſcribed the' Arrian confeſſion, as 
| Ppa S. Hie- 
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S_ Hieromtells us, Liberizs did, through the inftigation of F-tpatian;:, 
And therefore to let us ſee, on what account he was now lo liberal in his 
commendations of the Church of Rome, he begins this Ep:/tle with the praile 
of hr preſeat orthodoxnefs in the Catholick Fauh, 4 


Profliz ato a ſubole maſa patrimoio, aput4 1; hat aponet all the diviſions and breaches of the Faſter 
05 ſolos intorrupte Patrum ſervatur beve- G . c 


Gitirs. — Nan: in Occitente Sol Juſlitie Churches, they preſerved the Faith of their Fore-fathers C24= 
95, In Ovience aucen Lucifer ille, qui tgjye, That aow the Sunof Righteouſneſs riſes inthe Weſt ; 
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but that Lucifer, who fell, now retens inthe Eaſt ; with 
many expreſſions to the ſame purpoſe. Which ſuppo- 
{ition being granted true at that time, that which follows inters very little 
to your purpoſe, unleis you can prove, that what was ſo then, mult necc{: 
{arily continue ſo inall ages. It the Eſt was then corrupted, and the 1/:/ 
only ſound, what praiſes belonged to the Catholick Church in general, did: f 
right devolve to that part which remained ſoz 1n the opinion of thoſ: 
perſons wha judged ſo. You would needs therefore trom hence have your 
Church accounted Catholick now, by the ſame argument that 7 «ly ſaid 
( of the Roman Lady, whoſtill athrmed, ſhe was but 7hirty years of age) 
that he believed it, for he had heard her ſay fo roxy zears before ; ſlo muſt 
we believe your Chrrch ſorndand Catholick, becaule it was ſaid ſo of her ſo 
many hundred years ſince ; as though no 7afirmities or 1rakles could 
have come upon her ever ſince. Prove your Church to be as ſora and 
orthodox, as pureand holy now, as {he was in the primitive Fathers time, 
and we will not grudge her the higheſt of thoſe commendations which were 
given her by them. Bur, without doing this, your Teſtimonies come to 
nothing. "The ſame Anſwer will ſerve the remaining Teſtimoniesof Es- 
{alirs, and the Emperour Gratian, who only ſpake of the commun:on of the 
Church of Rome, as it was then: That of Fulecntize Itiling the Roman 
Church, The top of the world, only imports the emrnercy of it, in regard of 
the power of that City it was in, and fois wide enough trom your purpole. 
Thus we have conſidered all that you have produced out of 7:97ty, to 
prove that the Church is called Carholzck, with a particular relation to, and de- 
pendanceof the Church of Rowe; and cantind nothing at all belonging to her, 
as the center of Catholiciſnr, but that thoſe things which are ſaid of her, and 
communion with her, 7z relation to being called Catholick, mivhkt as well 
have agreed with any other Ypoffol:cal Church remaining ſound in the Cathc- 
lick Faith. | 

Hence it appears, that what his Lordſhip is pleaſed toterm, a perfect i 
ſuitiſm, vis. the meaſuring the Catholick Church, by that off Rome, is really 
nothing elſe, and that zhec perfect miſtake belongs to you, who allert, that 
it was a recerved and known I ruth in the Ancient Church. Your vindication 


_ of the propriety of your Ch»rches being called rhe Roman Catholici Church, 


trom the Roman Empire, and the Jewiſh Charch, would then [gnihe ſome- 
thing, when you have proved that the Pope hath as much the Government 
of the Church, as the Roman-Emperonr had of all the Provinces within the 
confines of the Empire, or that we are all bound as much to reſort to Rowe, 
as the Jews were to Jernſalem tor the ſolemn worſhip of God. In the mean 
time the abſurdity 1s never the leſs for being vulgar, in calling yours, 1h 
Roman Catholick Church. And yet, as though you had been only demo:!- 
{trating theſe things, you tell us very magitterially, '/ he truth is, i 1 doabs- 
comcerning matter of Doitrinr, recourſe is to be had to $, Peter*s ſucceſſor, rh> 
( at leaſt with a General Council) can infallibly reſolve all difficulties, An ex- 


cellent way of proving, to ſay, 7he truth i5 : Might not I as well fav, 7h: 


zruth is, the Pope neither 1n Conzcz/, nor out of it hath any Infallibiliry at all? 
And would not this be full as good an Az/wer as yours is an Areument ? But 
the very truth ts, you had rather have theſe things believed, than go about 
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to prove them; leſt the weaknels of the arguments ſhould lay too much operi 
your fond pretence of {zf/1b:/;ty. Betore you prove, { hat the Pope cars 
carry his Infallibility out of Rome with hi#z, Thew us that he hath it there. 
I grant S. Peter has been infallible, though he had never been at Rome ; and it 
is tar from being clear, that the Popes at all the more zafallible tor his being 
there, ow tar you have been from proving, That the Faith of every parti- 
cular Church 7s to be examined and proved to be Catholick by its conformity to the 
Faith of th: Roman Church, may abundantly appear from the preceding dif 
courle, Thoſe Lueſtions, which you lay, make nothing to your purpoſe con- 
cerning the Popes transferring hrs chair at Rome, and the Roman Clergres de- 
ferting him and the true Faith : Tſhall ſo far believe you in, as to eaſe my {elf 
of the trouble of conlidering them any further than harh been done already 
in the very entrance into this Conference. 
And here, you tell us, To zow come to perform your Promiſe, viz. toexa- 


mine more fiilly vis Lordſhips pretended ſolutions (as you call them) of Bellar- 


mine's athoritres in behalf of the Infallibility of the Church of Rome. But for 
all your boaſting at firſt, what great things you would do, you ſeem a little 
feartul of engaging too far, and therefore are reſolved only to maintain 
them in general, as they make for the Ifallible Authority of the Church, os 
of the Pope defining Articles of Faith in a General Conncil, But, as far as you 
dare go, I ſhall attend your motions, and doubt not to make it evident, that 
none of theſe authorities have any reference tothat ſenſe, which you only 
offer to maintain them in, and that though they had, yet no ſuch thing as 7z- 
fallibility can be proved out of them. 

The firſt authority is out of S. Cyprzaz”s Letter to Cormelins Biſhop of Rom, 
whole words I am contented ſhould be recited as fully as may be ; In which 
he chargeth Felici//imms and Fortunatus with their Compli- 
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ces, that having ſet up 4a Biſhop againft him at Carthage, Poſt zſta adbuc inſuper pſeudoepiſcopo ſbi ab 


: =>, - ge” heretics conſtituto,naviga'e audent ad Pe- 
they ſail to the chair of Peter, and the principal C hurch from tri Cathedram, atq, ad Eccleſam Principa- 


whence the ſacerdota! Unity had its riſe, and carry Letters 


lem ; unde unitas ſacerdot 21s exorta eft, d 
Schiſmaticis & prophanis literas ferre, nec 


from prophane and Sch:ſmat ical perſons, not conſidering that Cogitare tos eſſe Komanos (quorum fides Apo- 


the Romans ( whoſe Faith was commended by the Apoſtle) ſtolopredicante laudata et) ad quos perfidia 
habere u0n pojjit acceſſum. Cyprian. ep. 


were ſuch to whom per fidionſneſs could not have acccfh, Now << 3 China 

the meaning of this place you would have to be thus, 

and no other, 272. that the See of S. Peter, which is the principal of all 

Churches, was ſo infallibly directed by the Holy Ghoſf, that no errour in Faith 
conld have acceſs to it, or be admitted by it if not as a particular Church, yet at 
leaſt as the head of the Univerſal Church of Chriſt, and as the Fountain of Prieſt- 
ly Unity; which S. Cyprian here expreſly affur ms that Church and See to be. 

This you ſumm upat laſt, as the moſt which can be made of this Teftimo- 

ny ; and which 1s indeed far more in all particulars than it can amount 

to. Which will appear by particular examinations of what you return 1n 

anſiver to his Lordſhip. Three things his Lordſhip anſwers to this place. 

1. That perfidia can hardly ſtand here for erronr 1# Faith; andif lo, then this 

can make nothing for I»fa!libility. 2. That ſuppoſing it granted to ſionifie er- 
rour in Faith and Dottrine, yet it belozs not to the Romans abſolutely, but 

with a reſpe&t to thoſe firſt Romans whoſe Faith was commended by the Apoſtle. 

3. That it ſeems to be rath:r a Rhetorical inftauation, than a dogmatical aſſerti- 
oz. And that S. Cyprian could not bc luppoled to aflert herein the Popes In- 
fullibility, appears by the coxtratts between him and the Biſhops of Rome. 

"This is the ſhort of his Lordſhips anſwers to this place, to which we muſt 
conſider what you reply. 1.His Lordſhip lays, hat per fidia cars hardly ſtand for 
errour in Faith or misbelief, but it properly ſignifies malicious falſhood ia matter of 
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truſt and action, not errour in Faith, but in faft againſt the diſcipline and Go-. 


veramen! 3j the Church. And to make this interpretation appear the more 
pro- 
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probable, his Lordſhip gives an account of the ſtory which was the occafion 
of writing that Ep//te, which is this, as his Lordſhip reports it troin 1:15 
and Baronins ; In the year 255. there was a Council in Carthage in the cauſe of 
two Schiſmaticks, Feliciimus and Novatian, about reſtoring of then to the 
communion of the Church, which had lapſed in time of danger from Chriſtianity to 
Tavlatry. Feiiciſſimus world admit all even without penance, and Novatian 
would admit none, no not after penance. 1 he Fathers 42 in nnmber went, as 
Truth ted them, between both extreams. Lo this Conncil came Privatus a korn 
Heretuh, but was not admitted becauſe he was formerly excommunicated, azd 
often condemned. Herenpon he gathers his Complices together, and chooſ.s one 
Fortunatus (ho was formerly condemned as well as himſelf ) Biſhop of Car- 
thage, awd ſet him up againſt St. Cyprian. This done Feliciſhhimvs ad his 
Fellows haſte to Rome with letters teſt1monial from their onn party, <:1d pretend 
that 25 Biſhops concurred with them : and their deſire was to be r corwea into 
the communion of the Roman Church, and to have their new Biſhop ackno'. ledged. 
Cornelius then Pope, though their haſte had now prevented St. Cyprians let- 
ters, having formerly heard from him, both of them, and their Schiſm in Aﬀrick, 
would neither hear them, mor recetve their letters, They grew inſolent and furt- 
ous (ithe ordinary way that Schiſmatichs take ). Upon this Cornelius writes to 
S:, Cyprian, and St. Cyprian zz this Epiſtle gives Cornelius thanks for re- 
fuſing theſe African fugitives, declares their Schiſm and wickedneſs at large, 
and encourages him and all Biſhops to maintain the Eccleſraftical Diſcipline and 
cenſures aoainſt any the boldeſt threatnings of” wicked Schiſmaticks. Thus be- 
ing the ſtory, his Lordſhip ſays, He would fain know why pertidia ( all cir- 
cumſtances conſidered) may not ſtand here in its proper ſenſe for cunning and per- 
fidions dealing, which theſe men having prattiſed at Carthage, thought now to 
obtrude upon the Biſhop of Rome alſo, but that he was mary enough not to be 
over-reached by buſie Schiſmaticks? This demand of his Lordſhip ſeeming 
very juſt and reaſonable we are bound to conſider what reaſons you give, 
why perfidiz muſt be underſtood for errour 77 Faith and not in the ſenſe here 
mentioned. Why calls he (lay you ) Sr. Peters chair, Ecclefiam principa- 
lem ( zhe chief Church) but becanſe it is the head to which all other Churches 
muſt be ſubordinate in matter of dottrine ? the words following ſionifie as much, 
Unde uniras ſacerdotalis exorta clt, from which charr of St, Peter as it were 
from its fountain, unity in Prieſthood and conſequently nuity in Faith is derived, 
IWhby brings he the Apoſtle as Panegyriſt of the Roman Faith ? Is it forſooth, 
becauſe no malicious falſhood in matter of truſt or errour in fait avaiaſt the 
Diſcipline and Government of the Church can have acceſs unto them, as the 
Biſhop will zeeds miſiuerpret the place ? or rather becatiſe 0 erronr in Faith 
can approach the See Apoſtolick ? Certain it 15, perhidia iz this ſexſe, is diametri- 
cally oppoſed to the Faith of the Romans immeaiately before commended by the 
Apoſtle ( which was true Chriſtian Faith ) and conſequently it muſt of neceſſity 
be 1:hen for the quite contrary, Viz. misblief or errour in Faith, Three 
Arguments in theſe words you produce , why perfidia muſt be under- 
ſtood of errour in Fairh. 1. Becanſe the Church of Rome 7s call:d the chief 


| Charch; but is it not poſſible it ſhould be called fo in any other ſenſe, but 


as the had of all other Churches in matter of dottrine? Is it not ſufficient- 
ly clear from Antiquity, that there were other accounts of calling the 
Church of Rome the chief or principal Church, as the emnency of it joyned with 
the power of the City ( the poreatror privcipalitas in Irenens) which ad- 
vanced its reputation to the height it was then at? What matters of do- 
ffrine do you find brought to the Church of Rome to be Infallibly deci- 
ded there in St. Cyprians time ? how little did St. Cyprian believe this, when 
he ſo vchemently oppoſed the judgement of Srepher Biſhop of Row in the 
calc of rebaptizitiou ? Doth he write, ſpeak, or carry himſelf in thar 
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Controwere like one that owned that Church of Rome to be head of all other 
Church.s, to which they mult be fubordinate in waatter of dottrine ? Nay in 
the very next words St. C1p-/2- argues againlt appeals to Rome, and 1s it 
poſſible then to think, that in theſe words he ſhould give ſuch an abſolute 
- power and authority to 1t? And therefore any one who would reconcile 
St. Cypr4iaz! tO hizzſelf ruſt by thoſe words of Eccleſia principalis only under- 
ſtand the 4/22/19 and empency, and not the power, much leſs the Iafallibility 
of the Church of Rozze. And no more 1s implyed in the Second, hat zt 7s 
ſaid tobe the fountain of Srcerdotal Unity, which ſome think may probably re- 
fer to the Prie/thood of rhe Church of Africk, which hadits riſe from the Chnrch 
of Rome, as appears by 7 crtull;zn and others, in which ſenſe he might very 
well ſay, that the Unity of the Prieſthood did ſprins from thence ; or it 1t be ta- 
ken in a more large and comprehenſive ſenſe,it can import no more than that 
the Church of Rome was owned as the Principinm Unitatis, which certainly 
is a very different thing from an 7zfa/lible judgement in matters of Faith. 
For what connexion 15 there between Tz in Government, and Iaufallibility 
in Faith? Suppole the Church of Roxze ſhould be owned as the principa/ 
Member of the Catholick Church, and therefore that the Un:ty of the Church 
ſhould begin there in regard of the 4j27ty of it, doth it thence follow that 
there mult be an »bſo/te ſubordination of all other Churches to #2? Nothing 
then can be inferr*d from either of thole particulars, tha: '»y perfidia, errour 
in Faith muſt be underſtood, taking thoſe two expreFons 1n the molt fa- 
vourable ſenſe that can be put upon them. But contidering the preſent 
ſtate of the Chnrch of Rowe at the tume when Feliciffimus and Fortunato 
came thither, Tam apt to think another interpretation more probable than 
either of the foregeing. For which we mult remember that there was a 
Schiſen at Rome between Novatianms and Corxelins, the former challenging 
tobe Biſhop there, as well as the latter, upon which a great breach was 
madeamong rhem. Now theſe perſons going out of Africa to Rome, that 
they might manage their bulinels with the more advantage, addreſs them- 
ſelves to Corel-7r3 and his party ; upon which St. Cyprian ſaith, Nawieare 
audent ad Petri Cathedram atque ad Eccleſtam principalem, unde Unitas ſacerdo- 
zalis exorta eft,, thereby expreſling their coxfidexce that they not only went to 
Rome, but when they were there, they did not preſently ſide with the Sch1i/- 
mmatical party of the Nowatians there, but as though they had been zrwe Ca- 
tholicks, they go to Cornelins, who, being rhe legal fucceſſor of S. Peter in 
oppoſition to Nowatianus, calls his See the chair of St. Peter, and the prixci- 
pal Church, and the [ſpring of the Unity of the Prieſthood ; becauſe the contra- 
ry party of Nowatianus had been the cauſe of all the Schi/zz and diſunion 
which had been among them. And in this ſenſe which ſeems very agree- 
able to St. Cyprians words and deſign, we may caſily underſtand what this 
perfidia was, wiz. that falſeneſSgand perfidions dealing of thele perſons, that 
although they were Sch1/rraticks themſelves, yet they were ſo far from 
ſeeming ſo at their coming to Rome, that as though they had been very 
good Catholics, they leck to joyn 1n communion with Cornelins and the 
Catholick party with him. By which we ſee what little probability there 
is from tholc expreſſzons that perfidia mult be taken, for an errour in Faith. 
But, 3. You lay, [ov what purpoſe elfe doth he mention St. Pauls commend a- 
tion of their Faith, if this pertidia were pot immeatately oppoſite to it ? But 
then inform us what part of that Apoſtolical Faith was it, which Felicif/e- 
musand Fortunatns ought to violate at Rome? It is apparent their whole 
defion was to be admitted into communion with the Church of Rome 
CY . . » | ” 
( which in all probability 1s that acceſ here ſpoken of) : it theretore this 
pcrfidia umported fome erronr 77 Faith, it muſt be ſome errour broached by 


thole particular perſons as contrary tothe old Roman Faith which was 
extoll'd 
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extolPd by the pole. And although wheſe perſons might be guilty of 
erronrs. yet the ground of their going tO Roz, was not upon any matter 
Of Doctrine, whereby they fought to Corrupt the Church of Rome, but inor- 
der to the jultitying of their Scy:/m, by being admitted into the commrrmom 
of that Church. Notwithitanding then any thing you have produced to the 
contrary, there 15 no nece{lity of underſtanding ver fidia, tor an &rro:r 12 mat- 
wr of Fath. And St. Cyprians mentioning the praile givento the Ro-xaxs for 
their Faith by the Apoſtle, was not to ſhew the oppolition berween that and 
the j: 7/14 aSAn cr70u7 7 Faith, but that being the greatelt [/045 14 of the 
Ch.rch of Rozee extant in Sczzpture, he thought it now moſt convenient to 
ulc it, the Þctter to engage Cores tO oppolethe procecdings of the S-4 Ya 
1:tichs there. Although withal, I ſuppoſe St. Crprian might give him 
{ome tait ot his old ec, of a Rhetoricran in the alluſion between fides and 
7 {i{:4, without ever intending that. perfidia ſhould be taken in any otl.er 
{cnſe than what was proper to the cauſc in hand. 
You having eJetted ſo little in the ſolution of his Lordſhips firſt anſwer, 
you have little cauſe to boalt in your tollowing words, 7 hat hence his other 
Did. explication alſo vaniſhes into ſmoakt, viz. wha he aſſerts that Pertidia non po- 
tet may be taken hyperbolically for non facile poteſt : becauſe this interpretation 
ſuits ot with thafe high Elogiums given by St, Cyprian to the Romy Church, 
as being the priacipal Church, the Church wheace Cuity of Faith and Diſcipline is 
derived to all other Chriſtian Churches. It you indecd may have the liberty 
to interpret St. Cyprians words as you pleaſe, by adding ſuch things to them, 
of which there 15 no intimation in what he ſaith, you may make what you 
pleaſe unſuitable tothem. For although he calls it zhe prizcipal Church, from 
whence the Unity of the Prieſthood is ſprunz;yet what 1s this to the Unity of Faith 
and Diſcipline as derived from thence to all other Churches, as you would per- 
{wade the unwary reader that theſe were St. Cyprians words which arc only 
your groundleſs interpretation of them. And therefore there is no ſuch im- 
probability 1n what is Lordſhip lays, That this my be oaly a Rhctorical exceſs 
of ſpeech, in which St. Cyprian may laudando pracipere, by commendins then 
ro be ſuch, inflrutt them that ſuch indeed they ought to be, to whom perfidi- 
ouſncfs ſhould not get acceſs. And for this he inſtanceth in ſuch another 
$55.9. 679 Rhetorical expreſſion of Syneſins to T heophilus of Alexandria, wherein he tells 
him that heought toeſteem what hes T hroxe ſhould determine as an Oracle or 
Divine Law.. And certainly this comes nearer Infallibility than that of 
St. Cyp7ia doth. But what inconveniency there ſhould be, that St. Cypri- 
az by this interpretation ſhould give no more prerogative to the Church 
of Romr, than to that of Alexandria or Antioch, 1 cannot ealily imagine, 
till you prove ſome greater [yfalibility attributed then to the Chrrch of 
Romic, than was to other Apoſtolical Churches : which as yet we are to 
leek tor. 
But at lez12th (you tell us) after much ado ho crauts perfidia may be taker 
Þid. for errour 1a Faith, or for perfidions misbelicwvers aud Schiſpuaticks, who had 
: betrayed their Faith ; but then (ſay you) hecawils with the word Romanos. 
1 his anuſt be limited only to thoſe Chriſtians, who th; 11714 iz Rome, to whom 
qua tales, 5 log as they contianed ſuch, wrrour 132 Taith conld not have acceſs. 
What you ſay, his Lordſhip doth at /emeth and after mich ade, he did free- 
ly and willingly ; but that you might have occaſion for thoſe words, you 
altered the courſe of his ay/irers, and put the ſecoxd inthe laſt place. But 
{till you have the unhappineſs ro miſunderſtand him. Yor although he 
grants that pezfid/a may relate to errour iz Faith, yet as 1t is here uſcd, it is 
not underſtood of 1t ab/irattly but conrretely, for pufidions mibiluwrs, 
i.e. luch perfidionus perſons, excommunicated out of other Churches, were 
not likely to get acccls at Rowe, or to ſind admittance into their commu- 
NION. 
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nion. And in this lcnſe, it is plain that S. Cyprian did not intend by theſe 
words, to exempt the Romans trom poſſibility of error, but to brand his 
adverſarics with a title due to their merit, calling them perfidions, i. e. 
ſuch as had betrayed or perverted the F2ith. When you therefore ask, 
is not this great praiſe? I ſuppoſe none but your ſelf would make a queſti- 
on of it, viz. that the Church of Rome had then 10 oreat prerity as not to 
admit ſuch perfidions mishliewers into her communion. And it were 
well if the preſent Church of Rowe were capable of the ſame praiſe, But 
when you add, 1 7s zs if S. Cyprian ſhould ſay 8. Peters See conld not err 
fo long as it continued conſtant in the truth; you wilfully miſunderſtand 
his Lordſhips meaning, who ſpeaks of the per/ozs and not meerly of their 
errors; but however, 1s it not a commendation to ſay that the Church of 
Rome conſiſted of fuch perſozs then who adhered to the A4vofrolical Faith, 
and therefore error could not have acce/s to them ? And I look on it as 
{o great a commendation, that I heartily wiſh it could be verified of your 
Chirch now. Neither is this any ſuch Ideztical propoſition as that you 
produce, but only a dclaration of their preſent conſtancy, and inferring 
thence, how unlikely it was that errors ſhould de admitted by then. 
His Lordſhip to make it plain that S. Cy9r7az had no meaning to aſſert the 
unerring If{/:bil;ty of either Pope or Church of Rome, inliſts on the conteſt 
which after happened between S. Cyprian and Pope Stephez ; upon which 
he ſaith expreſly, That Pope Stephen dd not only 

muntain an error but the wery cauſe of Hereticks, and Sthanus frater noter Hertcovun ra4ſym 
that againſt Chriſtians and the very Church of God. And prada omg 1 nygne Dez Eccleſtam 
after this he chargeth him, with ob/tizacy and preſum- Era. Bali, p. = Fran per 
ption And I hope this is plain eaxough (faith his Lord- 

ſhip ) to ſhew that 8. Cyprian had zo great opinion of the Roman Infalli- 
bility. To this you anſwer, With a famons diſtinition of the Popes errins p. 134, 
as a private Dottor and as the Univerſal Paſtor, and that S. Cyprian mioht 
very well be ſuppoſed to think the Pope erred only in the firſt ſenſe. Not to 
ſpend time 1n 7ifl;ng this diſtinction of the Popes errizg perſonally, but not + 
juaicially, oras a private Doctor, but not as Vnverſal Paſtor, which it were 
an eaſie matter to do, by manifeſting the incongruity of it, and the ab- 
ſurditics conſequent upon it, in caſe that doi#rize which the Pope errs in, 
comes to be jdicially decided by him ; It is ſufficient for us ar preſent to 
ſhew that this diſtinQtion cannot relieve you in our preſent caſe. For 
your Doctors tell us, the Pope then errs perſonally and as a private Dottor, 
when he errs only in his owz Judgement without obliging others to believe, 
what he judges to be zrze ; but then he errs judiczally and as Univerſal 
Paſtor, when he declares his judgement 1o as to oblige others to receive it as: - 
true. Now can any thing be more evident than that S. Cyprian judged 
Pope Stephen to err in this /stzer and not in the former ſenſe ? For doth 
he not abſolutely and ſeverely declare himſelf againſt S. Cyprians opini- 
on: condemning it as an error and an 7#0vatioz ? But ſay you, He did 
not properly define any doftrine in that conteſtation ; but ſaid nihil innovetur 
niſi quod traditum. But was not that the queſtion what was zradituns 
and what not, for Cyprian and his party denyed it to be a zradition, which 
Stephez aſſerted was ſo ; and doth he not therefore undertake to define 
ſomething in this cauſe ? But ſay you, 1f this argument hold good againſt 
the Infallibility of Popes, viz. that S. Cyprian held Pope Stephen erred, 
therefore the Pope may err iu matters of Faith; zt will be a good conſequence alſo 
to ſay S. Cyprian held Pope Stephen erred, even whilſt he maintained an 
univerſal immemorial tradition = therefore the Pope way err whilſt he 
follows ſuch a tradition, I anſwer, x. Who befides you, would not have 
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ſeen, that the queſtion was not, Whether the Pope was [zfallible or no, 


but whether S. Cyprian judged him to be Tyfallible or no! tor it it appear 
that S. Cyprian did not judge him [zfallible, then thoſe former words 
cannot be interpreted to ſucha ſenſe as doth imply Intallibility, 2. No 
doubt if the Pope may err in other things, he may «&7 when he thinks he 
follows an nziverſal immernorial tradition , not that he doth err, when he 
doth really follow ſuch a one, but he may err 1n jud2/a2 that to be an 
unioer( il immemorial tradition which is not : and this was the caſe be- 


tween S. Cyprianand Pope Stephen ; the Pope pretended to tollow an un:- 


w0{al tradition, S. Cypriae yudgeth lum to errin 1t, and that it was not 
ſo. And is it not plain ſtill, notwithſtanding thelc trivolous pretences, 
that S. Cypr74z7 had no opinion at all of the Popes Infallibility in any lenle ? 
and therctore out of honour to him, you are bound to interpret his 
tormer words to ſome other ſenſe than that of any 1{1/,5:/iry in the Church 
of Rozze, Thus all his Lordſhips anſwers ſtanding good, you have gained 

no great matter by this firſt teltimony of S. Cyprian. = 
The ſecond Authority is out of S. Hierom, whoſe words are, The 
Roman Faith commenacd by the Apoſtle, admits aot 


Att wen foit9 Romanam fidem Apoſtolic (,,þ ſtigiz , dece: 4 acl. ; ; 
| I 1c) Preingly ecetts ana attuſions into it, thou ; 
voce laudetam eruſmodi prefiigias non Ye- // | __——> ſt I hough an 


Capere, eteamſr 


Angelus aliter annociet, Angel ſhould Preach it otherwiſe than it was Preached 


quam ſemel predicatum eſt,Pan's authoritate ag fixſf, being armed and fenced by S. Pauls Authority 


miunit ;n non poſſe mutari, Heron. |. 3+ 
Apol.c, Ruft. cap. 4. 


P. 135: 
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it cannot be changed. Here you teil us, Tor willing- 
ly agree with his Loraſhip that by Romanam fidem, 
$. Hierom »nderſtands the Catholick Faith of Chrift , and ſo you concur 
with him againſt Bellarmine, that it cannot be underſtood of the particular 
Church of Rome. But by the way you charge your Adverſarics, with 
great inconſequence that .in this place they make Roman and Catholick to be the 


[ame, and yet uſually condemn you for joyning as Synonyma®s Roman and Ca- 


tholick tozether. A wonderful want of judgement ! as though the Roman 
Faith might not be the Catholick Faith then, and yet the Carholick Faith 
not be the Roman Faith now. The former ſpeech only affirms that the 
Faith at Rome was truly Catholick; the latter implies that no Faith can 
be Catholick but what agrees with Rowe : and think you there is no difte- 
rence between theſe two ? But you ſay further, That this Catholick Faith 
muſt not here be taken abſtrattly that ſo it cannot be changed, for Ruffinus was 
not ionorant of that, but that it muſt be underſtood of the immutable Faith of 
the Sce Apeſtolick, ſo highly commended by the Apoſtle and S. Hierom ; 
which is founded upon ſuch arock, that evew an Angel himſelf is not able to 
(hake it. But S. Hierom cane. this with a reference to that Faith he 
ſuppoſeth the Apofle commendedin them ( although the .4p9/t/e doth not 
lo much commend the Catholicknefs or loundneſs of their Faith as the ft of 
bclievias in them, and therefore whatever is drawn trom thence, whether 
by S. Hierom or any clle can have no force in it ; for if he ſhould infer - 
the immutability of the Faith of the Charch of Rome from fo apparently 
weak a foundation, there can be no greater ſtrength in his teſtimony chan 
there is in the ground on which 1t 1s built ; and if there be any force in 
this Argument, the Church of T heſſalonica will be as Infallible as Rome, for 
her Faith is commended rather in a more ample manner by the Apoſtle 
than that of Rome is) S. Hierom, I lay, referring to that 1:4 he ſup- 
poſes the Apoſtle commended in them, mult only be underſtood of the 
nuchanoeableneſs of that firſt Faith, which appears by the mention of az 
Anzel from Heaven Preaching otherwiſe. Which certainly cannot with any 
tolerable ſenſe be meant thus, that S. Ferom ſuppoſed it beyond the 
power of an Azzel from Heaven to alter the Faith of the Roman Church, Yor 

in 
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in the very ſame Apology he expreſſeth his great fears, leſt the Faith of 


the Romans ſhould be corupted by the Books of Ruffzrs, But, ſay you 
What is this thea to Ruitinus, who knew as well as S. Hierom, that brakes 
could not change its eſſence? However, though S. Hierom ſhould here 
ſpeak of the Primitive and Apoſftolical Faith which was then received at 
Rome, that this could receive no alteration ; yet this was very pertinent 
to be told Ryffinus, becaule S. Hierom charges him with an endeavour to 


ſubvert the Fazth not mcerly at Rome, bur in 1 other places, by publiſh- | 


ing the Books of Origen with an Excomiaſtick Preface to them; and there- 
fore the telling him , The Carholick Faith would admit of no alteration, 
which -was received at Rome as elſewhere, might be an Argument to 


diſcourage him from any attempts of that nature. And the main charge 


—— 
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againlt Rffizzs, 15 not an endeavour to ſubvert mere- 
ly the people of Rome, but the Latix Church by his 
tranſlation ; and therefore theſe words ought to be ta- 


Non tibi ſufficit ſcandalum Gretie, niſi i{- 
lud & Latinorum auribus inztras. 1d. ib. 


ken in their greateſt latitude ; and ſo imply not at all any Ifallibility in 


the Roman See. 


o 


The remaining Teſtimonies of Gregory Nazianzene, Cyril, and Ruffins, P. 135, 127. 
(as appears to any one who reads them) only import that the Romzan” 


Church had to their time preterved the Catholrck Faith ; but they do not 
aſſert it impoſſible it ſhould ever do otherwiſe ; or that ſhe is an Infalli- 
ble preſcrver of it, and none of their Te/t;0n#es are lo proper to the Church 
of Roz, but they would equally hold for any other 1poftolical Churches 
at that time. Gregory Nazzanzene indeed fayes, That it wonld become the 
Charch of Rome to hold the entire Faith always : and would it not become 
any other Church to do ſo to? doth this import that ſhe ſhall 1zfalibly do 
it, or rather that it is her 4-7» to do it? Andif theſe then be ſuch pregnant 
Authorities with you, it isa ſign there 1s little or nothing to be found in 
Antiquity for your purpoſe. | 
But before we end this Chapter, we are called toa new task on occaſion 
of a Teſtimony of S. Cyri! produced by his Lordſhip inſtead of that in 
Bellarmine which appeared not in that Chapter, where his Name is men- 
tioned. In which he ailerts, That the foundation and firmneſs which the 
Church of Chriſt hath, ts placed not in or upon the perſon, much leſs the Suc- 
ceſſor of S. Peter; but upon the Faith which by Gods 


Spirit in him he ſo firmly profeſſed : which (fauth his 
Lordſhip) « the common received opinion both of the 
aucient Fathers and of the Proteſtants. Upon this 
Rock, that is, upon this Faith will T build my Church. 


Petram epinor per agnominationem nihil alt- 
ud, quam inconcuſſam & ſr miſſimam iſci- 
puli fidem wncauit 5, in qua Eccleſia Chris 


(tz ita fundata & firmata efſet, ut non [2bt- 


retur, &* efſct inexpugtatilis infororum pore 
tis, in prypetwm mantns. S, Cvril. Ales. 


On which occaſion you run preſently out into that Dial. de Trinit.l. 4.p. 278. Parif. A. 1504: 


large common place concerning Tx es Petrius, and 


ſuper hanc Petram ; and although I ſhould grant all that you ſo carneſtly P: 138, 135: 


contend for, viz. That th:ſe words are not ſpoken of S. Peters Confefton, 
but of his Perſon, I know no advantage which will accrue to your cauſe 
by it. For although very many of the Fthers underitan{ this place of 
S. Peters Confeſſion, as containing 1n it the ground and Foyn4:tion of 
Chriſtian Reli2ion, Thou art Chriſt the Sox of the Living God, which there- 
ſore may well be ſaid to be the Rock on which Chri/t would build his 
Church, and although it were no matter of difficulty to defend this inter- 
pretation from all exceptions ; yet becauſe I think it not improbable 
(the words running by way of addrels to S. Peter) that ſomething pecu- 
liar to him, is contained in them, I ſhall not contend with you about thar. 
But then, if you ſay that the meaning of S. Peters being the Rock, is, {kr 
conſlant Infallibility in Faith which was derived from $. Peter to the Charch 
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2 F ome, as you ſcem to ſuggelt, you muſt remember you have a new 
task to make good, and it 15 not ſaying, That S, Peter was meant by the 
Rock, will come within fome /ca7es of doing 1t, 1 pals therefore by that 
diſcourſe asa thing we are not much concerned in, tor 1t1s brought in by 
his Lordſhip as the laſt thing out of that teltimony of Cyr: but you were 
contented io let go the other more material Obſervations, that you might 
more freely expatiate ſuper hae Petra. Touching Refine, I grant his 
Lordſhip 15s of opinion . {hat he nather did mor could account the Romay 
Church Infallible, tor W hich he gives this reaſon, For if he had [6 eſteemed of 
it, he would not have diſſented from it in fo main a poiat a5 ts the Canon of 
Scriptur', us he plainly doth : For reckoning up the Canonical 100Kks, he moſt 
maniſcſily difſents from the Roman Church. Therefore either Ruffinus did 
pot think the Church of Rome was Infallible, or etfe the Church of Rome at 
this day reckons up more Books within the Canon, thin heretofore ſhe did. If 
the do, then fhe is changed in a main point of Faith, the Canon of Scripture, 
and is abſolutely convinced not to be Infallible ;, for if ſhe were right in her 
reckoning then, ſhe is wrons an; and if ſhe be right now, ſhe was wrons then; 
and if (be do not reckon a9 ore than ſhe did , when Rufiinus lived, the he 
ereckons fewer than ſhe, and ſo diſſeats from her, which doubtleſs he arſt not 
have don, had be thouoht her jidoement Infallible. Tea and he fets this mark 
upon Is d:fſent beſides, thit he rucrons up the Books of the Canon juſt ſo, and 
no othermiſc, than as he received them out of the Monuments of the fore- Fa- 
thers, and ont of which the aſſertions of our Faith are to be taken. Now what 
have you to ſay to this ſtrong and nervous Diſcourſe of his Lordſhip ? Why 
(torſooth ) this argument of the Biſhop s far from being convincing. And 
why ſo? For (lay you) thovgh it ſhowld be granted that the Catholick Church 
(the Roman you mean ) at preſent declares more books to be contained in the 
Canon, than ſhe did in Rufhnus his time, yet this conld be mo error in her. 
That 1s ſtrange, that the Church ſhould declare the Canon to be gompleat 
then, without theſe books, and now not to be, and yet neither time be inan 
error | No (lay you) nnlcſs it be ſhewed (which I am ſare cannot be) that 
ſhe condemned thoſe books then as not Divine Scripture, or avt Canopical, which 
0» ſhe declares to be Divine or Canonical. Excellent good {ti]l! that which 
you are ſure cannot be ſhewed, 1s obvious to any one that hath eyes in his 
head. For I only ask you, Whether the Church of Rome did declare any 
Canon Or no, in that age? If zo, according to your principles thoſe who 
lived in that ave could have no Divine Faith as to the Scripeure + if ſhe 
did declare the Canon of Scripture, without theſe Books, did ſhe not there- 
by condemn thelc Books ro be not Canonical ? For you ſay, that all are 
bound to take her judgement what 1s in the Cazoz and what not ; if there- 
fre ſhe did not put them into the Canoz, did ſhe not leave them out of 
the Ca? or, Can you find any medinm between being put in and being 
{-/t out* Jes (lay yor) thife Books were left then under diſpute : with whom 
were they under diſpute ? with the Church of Rowe or not ?. If with her, 
was ſhe not [fable the mean while, when ſo great a matter as the C axon 
of Scripture was wder diſpute with her ? But this whole buſineſs concern- 
ing the Camo of Scripture 18 largely dilculled already ; only here it is {uf- 
iicient to ſhew, how you are pent In onevery lide, ſ> that there is no pol- 
i11111ty of getting Our. : 

As to the ffrait (Is Lordſhip takes notice of ) zhat the Church of Rome 
7 Grin 79, in borronine a teſtimony for her Infallibility from one whonz ſhe 
branad with Hereſie 1a that very Book [rows whence this teſtimony is taken; 
301 antuur, hit tt evideatly arones the truth and uncorruptedaeſs of that 


Church, which 3s fo wear that even her Adverſarics canot out confeſs it. But 
it 


4 
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if they confeſs it no better than Ryfiz doth, ſhe will have little cauſe to 
applaud her {elf for her Izteerity in that reſpect. And although a Teſti- 
mony may be taken from perſons ſuſpected in fome things, yet it argues 
thoſe have but very few friends, whoare'fain to make uſe of their exemies 
to bear witneſs tor them. What follows concerning a particular Church 
bcing Infallible, becauſe you diſown it (although not conſonantly to the 
PRO of your party as was ſhewed 1n the occalion of the Conterence ) 
I paſs by. 

The AA of the Church of Rome (which his Lordſhip mentions, but 
you ſay proves not) you ſhall find abundantly proved before our task is 
over. 


Your vindication of Be//armix from inconſiſtency in aying A propoſition 


is moſt true, and yet but peradventure as true as another, 1810 fine and ſubtil 
that it were an injury to the Reader to deprive him of the pleaſure of 
peruſing it. And yet whenall is done, a Propoſition very falſe might be as 
zrue as this which Be/larmine ipeaks of, viz. That the Pope when he teacheth 
the whole Church in matters of Faith cannot err. 

And thus I have cleared that there can be no ground of an imputation 
of Schiſez on our Church trom hence, that the Roman Church is the Catho- 
lick Charch, which acception of the Catholick Church T have maniteſted to 
be as great a ſtranger to Antiquity as it Is an enemy to Reaſoz : And that 
the calling the Roaz Church the Catholick Church, 15, (as his Lordſhip truly 
faith ) a meer Novelty and perfelt Jeſuitiſm. 
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Proteſtants no Schiſmaticks. 


Schiſm 4 culpable ſeparation; therefore the Queſtion of Schiſm, 1 uſt " 25” AY 


mined by enquiring into the cauſes of it. The plea from the Church of 
Rome's being once a right Church, conſidered. No neceſſity of aſfiening the 
punitual time mhen errors crept unto her. An account why the originals of 
errors ſeem obſcure. By Stapleton's confeſſion, the Roman and Catholick 
Church were not the ſame. The falſity of that aſſertion manifeſted, That 
there conld be no pare Church ſince the Apoſtles times, if the Roman Church 
were corrupt. No one particular Church free from corruptions ; yet no ſepa- 
ration from the Catholick Church. How far the Catholick Church may be 
ſuid to err. Men may have diſtini# communion from any one particular 
Church, yet not ſeparate from the Catholick Church. The Teſtimony of Pe- 
trus de Alliaco vindicated. Bellarmine »ot miſccited. Almain full to his 
Loraſhips purpoſe. The Romaniſts guilty of the preſent Schiſm, and not 
Proteſtants. In what ſenſe there can be no juſt cauſe of Schiſm; and how 
far that concerns dur caſe. Proteſtants aid not depart from the Church of 
Rome, but were thruft out of it. The Vindication of the Church of Rome 
from Schiſm, at laſt depends upon the two falſe Principles, Of her Infallibi- 
lity, and being the Catholick Church. The Teſtimonies of S. Bernard axd 
S. Auſtin zot to the purpoſe, The Catalogue of Fundamentals, the Churches 
not erring, &c. referr'd back to their proper places. 


EforeI come to examine the particularsof this Chapter, it will be ne- 
B ceſſary to ſee, what the ſtate of the Controverſlie was, concerning 
Schiſm, between his Lordſhip and his Adverſary. His Lordihip delivers 
his ſenſe clearly and fully in theſe words ; *[;s too true indeed, that there is 
a miſerable rent in the Church, and 1 make xo queſtion but the beſt men do moſt 
bemoan it ,, nor is he a Chriſtian that would not have Unity, might he have it 
with Truth, But, I never ſaid, nor thought, that the Proteſtants mad this 
rent. The cauſe of the Schiſm is yours ; for you thruſt us from you, becauſe we 
calPd for truth, andreareſs of abuſes. For a Schiſm muſt needs be theirs, whoſe 
the cauſe of it is. The woe runs full out of the month of Chriſt evePagaiaſt him 
that gives the offence ; not againſt him that takes it ever. And in the Mar- 
gent, ſhewing that a [eparation may ſometimes be neceſſary, he 1nl tanceth n 

ow the communion of the Arrians : upon which he 

ſays; It cannot be that a man ſhould do well in making a Schiſpr. There 
may be therefore a nec:ſſary ſeparation , which yet incurs not the guilt of 
Schiſm; and that is, wh*'n Dottrines are taught contrary to the Catholick 
Faith. And after faith, The Proteſtants did not depart : for, departure is 
voluntary, ſo was not theirs, I ſay not theirs, taking 5 rh whole body and cauſe 
together. For, that ſome among them were peeviſh, aud ſome tonorantly zea- 
lows, is neither to be doubted, nor ts there danger in confefſins it. Tour body 
is not fo perfect (I wot well ) but that many amonaſt rou are as pert:fh and as 
tenorantly zealous as any of ours. Ton miſt not ſuffer for theſe, ;ior we for 
thoſe, nor ſhould the Church of Chriſt for either. And when 4. C. faith, 7 hat 
thongh the Church of Rome aid thruſt the Proteſtants from her by excommu- 
nication, yet they had firſt drvided themſilues by obſtinate holding a;d teach- 
ins Opiniozs contrary to the Roman Faith, His Lordſhip anlwers, So then 
in his Opinion, Excommun'ca::9n on their part was not the prime canſe of this 
diviſion, but the holding and t:ach:no of contrary Opinions. Why but then in 
my opinion (faith he) that holding and teaching was not the prime cauſe net- 
th:r 
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ther, but the corruptions and ſuperſtitions of Rome, which forced many mez to 
hold and teach the contrary : So, the prime canſe was theirs ſtill, And 4. C. 
celling him, ' hat he ſaid that it was ill done of thoſe who firſt made the [f para- 
tion. Heanſwers, 1 hat though he remembred not that he ſaid thoſe words ; 
Jet withal adds, If I did not ſay it then, I do ſay it now; and moſt true it rs, 
That it was ill done of thoſe, whoe're they were, who firſt mad: the ſeparation. 
But then A. C. muſt not underſtand me of Actual only, but of Cauſal ſeparation. 
For (us I ſaid before) the Schiſm us theirs, whoſe the cauſe of it is : and he 
makes the ſeparation that gives the firſt juſt cauſe of it ; aot he that makes ax attu- 
al ſeparation upon 4 Juſt cauſe preceding. And this is fo evident a Truth, that 
A. C. cannot deny it, for he ſays It is 0ſt Frue. Pay 1a I have laid 
rogether, that the Reader may clearly underſtand the full ſtate of this great 
Controverlie concerning hz ; the upſhot of which is, that it is agreed 
between both parties, that all ſeparation from communion with a Charch, 
doth not involve in it the guilt of Sch;/, but only ſuch a ſeparation as hath 
no {ufficient cauſe or gro»d for it. So that the Queſtion comes to this, 
Whether your Chr were not guilty of ſuch errours and corruptions, as 
oave {uihcient cauſe for ſuch a ſeparation. The Queſtion being thus ſta- 
ted, we now come to conſider how you make good your part in it. 

Your firſt pretence is ( if reduced into argument, for you ſeem to have 
a particular p:qwe againſt a cloſe way of diſputing) That your Church is 4 
rieht and orthodox Church, and therefore could never give any Juſt cauſe of 
ſcprration fromit. For the Lady asked (as A. C. would have it) Whether 
the Roman Church 1: as not the right Church ; not, be not, but, was wot ; that 
is, relating to the times, before the breach was made. Now his Lord- 
ſhip tells him, '/ hat as to the terms he might tak? his choice; For the Church 
of Rome either is, nor was the right Church, as the Lady defired to hear. A 
particitlar Church it is, and was, and in ſome times right, and in ſome times 
wrong : but the right Church, or the Holy Catholick Church, it never was, nor 
ever can be. lnd therefore was not ſuch before Luther and others left it, or 
were thruſt fromit. 4 particular Church it was ; but then A. C. is aot diſtin(t 


enough here neither. For the Church of Rome, both was, and was not a right 


or orthodox Church before Luther made a breach from it. For the word ante, 
before, may look npon Rome, and that Church a great way off, or long before ; 
and then in the prime times of it, it was a moſt right and orthodox Church. 


But it may look alſo nearer home, and upon the immediate times before Luther, 


or ſome aves before that : and then in thoſe times Rome was a corrupt and 
tainted Church, far from being Right. And yet both theſe times, before Lu- 
ther 22de his breach. And fo he concludes that Section with this clauſe, 
1hat the Roman Church which was once right, is now become wrone, by em- 
bracia? ſuperſtition and error. And what ſay you now to all this? Two 
things you have to return 1n an{wer to it, or at leaſt to theſe two all 
that you {ay may be reduced. 1. That if the Roman Church was right once, 
it is ſo flill, 2. That if the Roman Church were wrong before Luther, the Ca- 
tholick Church was ſo too. Theſe two containing all that 1s faid in this 
cate, muſt he more particularly diſcuſſed, 

1. That if the Roman was the right Church, it fill ts ſo, ſeeing no change 
can be ſhewa in her Doctrine. If there have been a chanze, let it appear when, 
and in what the change was made. Thus you fay : but you know his Lord- 
ſhip never granted, that the Roman Church ever was the right Church (in 
the ſenſe you take thoſe words for the tre Catholick Church ; ) that it 
was Once a right particular Church he acknowledged, and as ſuch was af- 
terwards tainted with errors and corruptions. It fo, you deſire ro know 
what theſe were, and when they came in; to the former 1 {hall reſerve an 
Anſiver till I come to the third part of my task, where you ſhall havean 
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account of them ; to the latter, the tte when theſe came iz, becaule this 
is ſo much inſiſted on by your party, I ſhall return you an Anſwer in this 
lace. And that I ſhall do in theſe following Propolitions. 

1. Nothing can be more unreaſonable, than to deny, that errors and cor- 
TUPHONS have come into a Church, meerly becauſe the punctual time of their 
coming in cannot be aſſigned. For, Will any one queſtion the birth of an In- 
fant, becauſe he cannot know the time of his conception ? Will any one de- 
ny there are tares in the field, becauſe he did not ſee them ſown ? and our Sa- 
viour hath told us, That the time of ſowing tares by the enemy, was, when the 
men were aſleep. So we ſay, The errors and corruptions of your Chrch came 
in, in a time of great 7zzoraxce, when little notice was taken of them, 
and few records preſerved of thoſe times and all the patlages of them. Since 
Learning and —_— commonly decay and flouriſh together, How is it 
poſſible there ſhould be as exattan account given of the decay of Religion, 
as of the flouriſhing of it? Beſides, Are there not many things you judge 
errors and corruptions your ſelves, which you can give no account when 
they firſt entred into the Church? As the neceſſity of communicating In- 
fants ; name us the perſon who firſt broached that Doctrine, and the time 
in which it was firſt received in the Church ? That no fouls of men de- 
parted, {hall ſee God till rhe day of reſurrection, is, I ſuppoſe, with you 
an error ; yet it would puzzle you to find out the firſt Author of it. So 
for the rebaptizing Hereticks, and many things of a like nature, it is caſter 
to ſhew, when they appeared publickly, than when they firſt came into 
the Church. And as evident 1s it, in the decay of the primitive Diſci- 

line of the Charch, the altering the orders of penitents, and the rites be- 
onging to them, the leaving off the communicatory Letters between Churches, 
and many other cuſtoms of the Church grown into diſuſe ; and yet I ſup- 
poſe you will not preſume to name the perſons who firſt altered the for- 
mer orders of the Church; and methinks, this is as reaſonable as the na- 
ming the puntual time when other corruptions came in. If you ſay, the 
Primitive Diſcipline decayed gradually and inſenſibly ; ſo ſay I, that the 
Churches corruptions came in as the other went out, in the ſame gradual 
and inſenſible manner ; and if yu cannot name the preciſe time of the one, 
it is not reaſonable you ſhould expeCtt the other from us. 

2. We may have ſufficient reaſon to judge what are errors and corruptions 
in a Church, though we cannot fix on the time when they came in : Which is, 
by comparing them with that Rule of Faith which is delivered down by 
an uninterrupted tradition to us, and with the praQtice of the firſt Joes of 
the Chriſtian Church. What 1s apparently contrary to either of theſe, we 
have reaſon to reject, though we cannot determine when it firſt came in. 
For as long as theſe are our certain /azdards, it matters not who firſt de- 
parted from them, as long as we ſee that they have departed. But when 
we own an abſolute and infallible Rule of Faith and manners, to queſtion, 
Whether any thing contrary to it, be an error or no, becauſe we cannot 
tell when it firſt began, would be, as it the Egyptians, when they ſaw their 
Land overflowed by the V/e, ſhould queſtion, Whether it were ſo or no, 
becauſe they could not find out the head of N7/rs. 

3. They who aſſert their Doftrines and Practices to be Apoſtolical, are hound 
to (bew the continued ſucceſſion of them from the Apoſtles times, And if they 
fail inthis, upon their own principles, they mult be errors and corrnptions, 
though the punitual 7ize of their firſt obtaining inthe Church, cannot be 
ſet down. Since therefore you affirm, you arc bound to prove. If you 
ſay, The judgement of your Church being infallible, you need prove no 
more than that. Tanſwer, you muſt prove that this fallibi/iry then, hath 
been ever received in the Church ; but if there be not the leaſt ſootſtep of 
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it in the records of the ancient Church, we juſtly look vn this as an errovr 
of the jr/? maznitede, though we cannot tell you the minute of its þr/f 
riſin2. | 

4. We have ſufficient evidence from your ſelves, that many DoF#rines and Pra- 
ices are owned by von, which are of no great antiquity ia the Chriſtian Charch. 
Thus, by the contefl1on of Scotrs, Tranſubſtantiation is no elder than the Con. 
cil of Lateran, Paroatory not much heard of inthe Primitive Church by the 
acknowledgement of Biſhop Fiſher, Communion in one kind conteſſed by moſt 
tobe contrary to the primitive practice and inſtitution, Prayer i an unknowns 
rongue Can be no elder than the general diſuſe of the Latin tonene 1n the 
' Roman Provinces. And 1o for many others, for which we have the confeſ. 
ſions of your own party ; but I need not infilt upon that, ſince your very 
Dodrine of the Churches power to declare matters of Faith, may make 
things z«ceſſary in one ze, which were not in a foregoing, and, in that caſe, 
ſureit is no great di Hculty to tell you, when ſome things of Schuol-points 
became xec*{/ary Dottrines ; but then the Queltion goes ott from the ce to 
the matter, Whether any thing declared by your Church can be an errour : 
but of that, cnough hath been faid already. 

6. There may be a ujficient account given, why the beginnings of errours and 
corruptions in v04r Church have been ſo obſcure ; becauſe they came not ih all of 
a ſudden, but ſome at one time, ſome at anorher, becauſe they riſe gradually, 
as is apparent in Invocation of Saints, and Worſhip of Images, becauſe many 
of thoſe thinss which ended in great corruptions, weretakenup at firſtout of 

ood deſigns,to win more upon the Geztile world, becaſe many things were 
at firſt practiſed free/y, which afterwards were urged as zeceſſary ; becauſe Bar- 
variſjz came into the Churchalong with thele corraptions ; becauſe many who 

ave occaſion to them, were perſons of great eſteem in their age, and others 
Th to follow their Hons more than the Rule ; becauſe the ſtate of the 
= did very much alter from ir ſelf in ſeveral ages, which altered mens 

pprehenſions and judgements of things, in regard of their ſuitableneſs 
and nece!lity ; becauſe thoſe perlons who brought 1n, and contended for theſe 
things, were the perſons chiefly in power then in the church, which hinder- 
cd their being caſt out of communion as others had been ; becauſe a long 
time molt of theſe errours and corraptions, were but the private opinions 
and practices of a faCtion, though then the more prevalent in the Church, 
and theretore not ſo vehemently oppoſed in the firſt r;/e of them, as 
when this impoſthumated matter was grown to a head, and thenthere was 
a necefſity of lancing it. Theſe, and ſeveral other reaſons might be given, 
why the firlt 9r7212a1s of errours and corruptions inyour Church, cannot with 
ſo much clearneſs be manifeſted, as that they were errours and corruptions : 
Although ſuch, who would take the pains to travel inan argument of that 
nature, might with very great prabability, trace the moſt both of your er- 
rours and corruptions to the time and age, when they were firſt publickl 
owned and received. But thus much may here ſuffice as to your lr 
That if your Church be not the ſame ſhe was, weſhould mention the time, when the 
change was made. AS though Chronical diſtempers could not be known, un- 
leſs we could ſet down the punCtual z/»e of their firſt o7-ſer., The diftem- 
pers of your Church are Heetical,1 wiſh not 1n that reſpect, that zhey are ſel- 
dom fully diſcovered, till they be incurable. 

2. You anſwer, That if vour Church hath erred, the Catholick Church hath 
aoze ſo too ; for which you ſay two things. 1. That ix this diſpute the Roman 
Church, and the Catholick Charch, are all oxe. 2. I hat th:a there was no one viſible 
Church untainted, uncorrupt, rieht, orthodox throughout the whole world. 1. You 
learnedly tell us, That the Roman and Catholick Church are all one in this 
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ia ſuppoſing the contrary ; but you know whoſe arts thoſe are to charge their 
neighbours with that, they were ſure to betold of themſclyes, if the other 

had ſpoke firſt, But very worthily you prove this, from D. $:apleroz, who 

offers to confirm his aſſertion by that which overthrows yours. He fayes, 
'That amongſt the Ancients, the Roman Church, and the Catholick Church ;vere 
taken for the ſame, ana his reaſon 1s, becauſe the communion of the Roman Church 
was mot certainly and evidently with the whole Catholick. And, Can any thing 
then be more plain, than that the Rowan and Catholick Church were not the 
ſame? For, Can any thing be the meaſure of it felf ? If It were therefore 
Catholick, becanſe agreeing with the Catholick Church, then 1t was not cauſally 
the Carhlick Church, but only by way of communion and participation, If 
I ſhould ſay, That a manand a living-creature are the ſame, and ſhould 
give this reaſon for it, Becauſe man agrees 1n every thing with the nature of 
a living creature ; doth this imply, that the formal notion of man, and a 
living-creature, are the ſame? oronly that man partakes ſo much of the 
properties of a living creature, that he may well receive the denomination? 

Soit is here with the Roman Church, that might well be called Catholick b 
the Azcients, becaule it did partake of the properties of the Catholrck Charch, 
' but not as though the forma! Reaſor of a Churches being Catholic, came from 
partaking of communion with the Rom-az Church ; as you aſſert, wherein 

you are diametrically oppoſite to S:ap/cton, for he makes the reaſon, wh 
the Roman Church was Catholick, to be, Becauſe it had communion oh 
the Catholick Church, By which it is evident, that the notion of the Ca- 
tholick Church was much larger than that of the Roman Church. Belides, 
Stapleton only ſaith, That the Ancients thought ſo, and ſurely they thought 
ſo only of the Romaz Church of their own time ; which might then have 

certain Communion with the Catholick Church, and yet not have ſo in 
the next age enſuing ; therefore, though the Catholrck Church continue 
ever the ſame, and incorrupt, it will by no means follow, that the % 
man Church ruſt doſotoo, Whatever 4.C. or you underſtand by the 
Catholick Church, is not, as you elſewhere phraſe it, a fraws matter, unleſs 
you proved better than you have done, that the proper notion of the Holy 
Catholick Church, isthe ſame with thoſe who agree with the Church of Rome 
in Dodtrine and Communion. Which is your fundamental miſtake, and a 
thin you would fain have taken for granted, without the leaſt ſhadow of 

a ſolid proof. | 

d. 4- But there may be more force in your ſecond Anſwer, 7 hat if the Ro- 
man Church were wrong and corrupted, it follows, that not only for ſome time, 
but for many ages before Luther, yea even up to the Apoſtles times, there was 
#0 one viſible Church untainted, uncorrupt, right, orthodox throuchout the 
whole world. It were worth our while to know what you mean by zo one 
Viſible Church ; Do you think there are, or may be, more YLiſtb!e Churches 
than one, taking the Yiſible Church in its proper ſenſe for the Carholick 
Viſible Church ? It this be your meaning in general, how unhappily ſoever 
it be expreſſed, viz. that ther it follows, there conld be no Viſible Church at 
all with whom we might have communion ; 1 lee not how it is proved by 
what you bring : But if this be all you aim at (for no further your argu: 
ments will carry you) that there was zo oze Viſible Church untainted, 1. 6 
10 one Church of a diſtin communion from other Churches altogether free 
from errour ; Iſce no ſuch dangerous conſequence in the owning ir. But 
if it were {o, when Luthry began to oppole the corruptions of the Church 
of Roxze, How doth it follow that it muſt be fo ever up to the Avoſtles 
times ? But we ought to ſce, how you prove your aſſertion. For if 12 all 
thoſe Aves the Roman Church were wrong, corrupted, and tainted ; and all 
thoſe likewiſe that diſagreed from her, viz. Huſhtes, Albigenſes, W —_— 
Wick- 
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Wicklevites, Greeks, Abyſſins, Armetiians, &c. had in them corrupt Do- 
Efrine during thyſe ages (as *tis certain they had, neither could the Relator de- 
nj it) 1ſay, If the Roman Church was thus corrupt ; it follows, that not only 
for ſome time, but for many ages before Luther, yea even up to the Apoſtles 
times, there was no one Viſthle Church untainted, mmcorrupt, right, and ortho- 
aox, throughout the whole world. = And conſequently, that during the ſaid ages; 
every good Chriſtian was in conſcience obliged in ſome point of Chriſt:an belief 
or other, to contrad:tt the Dottrine, and deſert the communion of all Viſible 
Churches ia the world, &c. Whence it would further follow, that Schiſm or 
ſeparation from the external communion of the whole Church might be not only 
lawful, but even neceſſary; which is impoſſible, as being contrary to the wory eſſex- 
tial preaicates of” Schiſm, which is defined to be, A voluntary or wilful departure 
( ſuch 25 no juſt cauſe, or reaſon, can be given of it) fromthe communion of the 
whole Church. Three things this diſcourſe of yours may be reſolved into. 
1. That if in Luthers time the Roman Church was corrupt, then there was no 
one Viſible Church 1ncorrupt. 2. That if ſo, it follows that there was none un: 
corrupt even up to the Apoſtles times. J. 1hat if there were no oze Viſible 
Church uwcorrupt, then it was neceſſary to ſeparate from the external communioz 
of the whole Church. Toevery one of th:1e Iſhall return a peculiar and di- 
ſtint Anſwer. To the j/# I ſay, That the utmolt you can prove from 
hence, is, That there was zo oze Church of any diſttnit communion from 
others, which was free from all errours. And whar great abſurdity is there 


in ſaying ſo? Unleſs you could prove, that there muſt be ſome oe Church: 


inall ages of the world, which muſt be free from all kind or poſſibility of 
errour. And when you have done this, I ſhall acknowledge it abſurd to 
fay the contrary ; but otherwiſe that very ſuppoſition ſeems to have the 
reater abſurdity in it; becauſe it reſtrains the utmoſt ſippoſable privi- 
Ch of the truly Catholick Church, to a particular Church of ſome one deno- 
mination. What then if we grant that in Zather's time, there was zo oze 
Pifible Church free from errours and corruptions ? What if we ſhould fay, 
in our owntimes? What if, in elder times ? For that whichy is poſſible to 
be, may be ſuppoſed aQually in any time. It it be poſlible for one particu- 
lar Church to fall into errours and corruptions, Why is it not for another ? 
(unleſs ſome particular priviledge of Infallibility be pretended ; but that is 
not our preſent Queſtion ) If it be poſlible for every particular Church to 
fall into errour, Why may not that poſſibility come 1intoaQ in one Ave, as 
well as ſeveral ? Is thereany promule that there ſhall be a ſucceſſion and 
courſe of erring in Churches, that one Church mutt erre for one age, and ano- 
ther for the next? but that it ſhall never fall out, that by any means wh-t- 
ſoever rhey ſiall erre together ? It there be no ſuch promiſero the contrary, 
the reaſon of the thing will hold, that _ may all erre at the ſ:me time. 
No, ſay you, for then it would follow, that the Catholick Church might erre, To 
that I anſwer, 1. Either you mean by that, that all ſocieties in the wad 1 
world may concurr in the ſame errour, orelfe that ſeveral of them may have 
ſeveral errors : and this latter is it only which you prove, for you do not 
ſuppoſe that the Romaniſts, Huſſites, Albigenſes, &c. were all guilty of the 
ſame errors, but that theſe ſeveral ſocieties were guilty of ſeveral errours ; 
and therefore from hence it follows not, that they may all concurr in the 
ſame ezrour, which is the only way to prove that the Church as Catholick may 
erre, for otherwiſe you only prove, that the ſeveral particular Churches, 
which make up the Carholick, may fall into errour. 2. Suppoſing all theſe 
Churches ſhould agree in one errour, ( which 1s more than you have pro- 
red, or, it may be, can) have you proved that they concurr in ſuch an 
errour, which deſtroies the Beizg of the Catholick Church ? For you would 


do well toevince, that the Church is ſecured from any but ſuch errours 
Bra. which 
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which deſtroy its Being ; .for the means of proving, That the Cazrhoircs 


Church cannot erre, are built on the promiles of its perpetuity ; now thoſe 
can only prove that the Church is ſecured from Fundamental errours, tor 
thoſe are ſuch only which deſtroy its Being. And fo lis Lordſhip tells you, 
'T hat the whole Church cannot untverſally erre in the Doctrine of Fa!th, is moſt 
true, and granted by divers Proteſtants ( /o you will but underſland ts not errino 
in abſolute Fundamental Dottrines) and this he proves, from that promiſe of 
Chriſt, 1 hat the Gates of Hell ſhall uot prevail againſt it. Sothat the Cath;- 
lick Church's not Eerring, and the perpetuity of the Catholick Church do with us, 
mean the ſame thing. For his Lordſhip grants, 7 hat ſhe may erre in ſuper- 
ſtructures, and deduttions, and other By, aud Unneceſſary truths, if her curioſity, 
or other weakneſs, carry her beyond, or cauſe her to fall ſhort of her Rule, There 
is then a great difference between ſaying, That the Catholick Church cant 
erre, Which is no more than to ſay, 7hat there ſhall be alwayes a Catholick 
Church, and ſaying, 7 hat there muſt be alwayes ſome one Viſuble Church, which 
muſt be free trom all errour and corruption. For this we deny, and you 
produce no reaſon at all to prove it. Granting, that all particular Chrches, 
whether of Romaxiſts, Greeks, or others, are ſubject to errours and corru Pti- 
ons, we aſſert no more of them, than you grant your felves, that any p.r;- 
cular Church is ſubje& to ; for the only ground, why you would have 
your Church exempt from errour, is, the ſuppoſing her not to be a particu- 
lar, but the Cathol:ck Church, which implies, that it ſhe were only a particu- 
lar Church (as ſhe is no more) ſhe might be ſubje& to errors as well as 
other Churches. And what incongruity then there 1s in aſſerting, rhat there 
may be zo oze Viſible Church of any particular dexomrnation tree trom all er- 
rour and corruption, I cannot underſtand. 

But further, you ſay, If there were mo one Viſible Church then free from 
errour, it follows, ot only for fome time, but for many ages before Luther, ea 
ever up to the Apoſtles times, there was wo one Viſible Church untainted 
throughout the whole world. Not to meddle with the truth of the thing, 
Whether there were ſoor no, the conſequence is that, we are now to ex- 
amine; thar if it were fo in Luthers time, it mult be fo excz vp to the Apoſtles 
times. The proofof which depends upon the impoſſibility of a Chrrchrs 
degencracy in Faith or Manners, and ſo ſuppoleth the thing in queſtion, 
that there muſt be ſome oze YViſible Church abſolutely exempr from all im- 
poſſibility of errour. For otherwiſe that might be 774 in one ave, which 
might not in another.For although we ſay,that particular Churches may erre, 
_ be corrupt, we do not ſay, that it is neceſſary they ſhould alwaics be ſo. 
For, in ſome ages particular Churches may be tree tron errour and corrupti- 
on, and yet in another age be overſpread with them. And thus we alert 
it to have been with the Rowaaz Church : for his Lordſhi p faith, 7 the prime 
times it Was 4 mt right and orthodox Church, but in the tmmediate times be- 
fore Luther, or 772 ſome aves before, that it was a corrupt and tainted Church : 
And ſo in thoſe times in which it was right, thoſe might be hererical who 
did not communicate with ir, not meerly bccauſe they did not communi- 
cate with it, but becauſe in not communicating with z r:2ht and orthodox 
Church they ſhewed themſelves guilty of ſome errour or corruption. We 
lee then, there 1s no connexion inthe world in the parts of your conſequence, 
That if it were ſo at one time, it muſt be ſo alwaies ; if” inthe time of Luther, it 
muſt be ſo even up to the Apoſtles times. 

3- From hence you lay it will follow, Th it will be neceſſary to ſeparate 
from the external communion of the whole Church. IT anlwer, there can be 
no ſeparation from the whole Church, but in ſuch things wherein the Unity 
of the whole Churchlyes ; for ſeparation is a violation of ſome Union : now 
when men ſeparate from the errours of all particular Churches, they do 


not 


- S——_—— Sw - Do eo =o oomoen es .. wa Fn _ 
” © wo — 
——— 
—— ————_————  — ENT GI 
* 


C:ap. II. Proteſtants not 2wilty of Schiſm. 


__—_— J. nt. io. 


309 


th 
a -- —_ -- 


not ſeparate from zhe whole, becauſe thoſe things which one ſeparates from 
thoſe particular Churches for, are not ſuch, as make all them put together 
to be the whole, or Catholrck Chrrch, This muſt be ſomewhat further ex- 
plained. There are two things confiderable in all particular Churches ; 
thoſe things which belong to 1t as « Church, and thoſe things which be- 
long to it as 4 partrenlar Church. Thoſe things which belong to it as + 
Church, are the common /igamerts or grounds of union between all particu- 
lar Churches, which taken together, make up the Carholick Church : Thoſe 
things which belong to it 2s a partzcular Church, are ſuch as it may retain the 
eſſence of a Church without. Now, 1T ſay, Whoſoever ſeparates from any 
particular Chyrch (much more from all ) for ſuch things without which 
that can be no Church,leparates from the communion of the Catholick Church ; 
but he that ſcparates only from particular Churches as to ſuch things which 
concern not their Bezzo, is only ſeparated from the communion of thoſe 
©burches, and not the Catholick. And therefore, ſuppoſing that all particu- 
lar Churches have ſome errours and corruptions in them, though I ſhould ſe- 
perare from them all, I do not ſeparare from the communioz of the whole 
Church, unleſs it be for ſomething, without which thoſe could be no Chnrches. 
An evidence of which, is, that by my declaring the grounds of my ſepara- 
tion to be ſuch errowrs and corruptions, which are crept into the communion 
of ſuch Chrurches, and impoſed on me in order to it, I withall declare m 

readineſs to joyn with them again, if thoſe errours and corruptions be left 
out. And where there is this readineſs of communion, there is no abſolute 
ſeparation from the Church as ſuch, but only /x{perding communion till ſuch 
abuſes be reformed. Which is therefore more properly a ſeparation from 
the errours, than the communion of ſuch a Church. Wherefore if we {up- 
poſe that there is »o one Viſible Chrrch, whoſe communion is not tainted with 
iome corruptions, though, if theſe corruptions be —_— as conditions of 
communion, I cannot communicate with any of thoſe Churches, yet it fol- 
lows not that I am ſeparated from the external. communion of the Catholick 
Church, but that I only [ſpend communion with thoſe particular Charches, till 
I may ſafely joyn with them. As, ſuppoſe all the particular men I can 
converſc with, were infeed with Leprofie, my not aſſociating with them, 
doth not imply that Iam ſeparated from the communion of all »-a»{:24, 
but that lam loth to be infeted as they are, and therefore withdraw my 
{elf till T can meet with ſuch healthful perſons with whom I may fafely 
aſſociate again. And if {everal other perſons be of the ſame mind with me, 
and we therefore joyn together, Do we therefore divide our ſelves from the 
whole world by only taking care of our own ſafety ? And eſpecially if any 
company of ſuch Leprous perſons fhould reſolve that none ſhould live 
among rhem, bur ſuch as would eat of thoſe meats which brought that di- 
ſtemper upon them ; our withdrawing our ſelves, and aſſociating without 
them will (till appear more reaſonable and commendable. Therefore we 
tay, Wedo not neceſſarily ſeparate from all Churches that have errours or 
corruptions in them, ſuppoſing thoſe errours and corruptions be not 72po- 
fed on us, as conditions of communion; and thence though we ſhould grant, 

No one viſible Church free from taint or corruption, yet it 1s not neceſſary we 

thould ſeparate from them all : For we may lawtully joynin Communion 

with Churches having errours and corruptions, it our joyning be not an ap- 

probation of them. Thus though the Greeks, Armenians, Albigenſes, Abyſ® 

{ias may have ſome errours, or corruptions, yet if they be not fundamen. 

tal, and be nor injoyned as neceſſary tobe approved in order to their Com- 

munion, notwithſtanding them, we may lawfully Communicate with 


them. It doth not then at all follow, that if there may be zo oe viſible 


Chzrch free from errour and corruption, it would be neceſſary to ſeparate 
from 
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from the Communion of the Catholick Church : becauſe, x. Allthoſe particy- 
lar Churches may not make thoſe errours conditions of Cominunion, 
2. Though they did, we ſeparate notfrom them as Carholick, but as corrupt 
and erroneous par ticular Churches. And theretore you nught have fared 
your labour intelling us from the Hely Fathers,;and the Reverend and lear- 
ned Dr. Hammond, | hat it can never be lawful to ſeparate from the Catholick 
Church, for we aſſert the ſame, but have made it appear that it follows 

not from the premiſes which were laid down. 
His Lordſhip having ſaid, That the Roman Church before Luther was a 
corrupt and tainted Church, in his Margin produceth a Citation to that pur. . 
poſe of Cardinal de Allzco, who acknowlkdgeth: finite 


reſes, per forum nune Chriſtianum orbem 3n- abuſes, Schifms and Hereſies to prevail over the Chriſtian 


waleſcant z, Ecclepam Det legitima _ world þ ſo that it is plain, The _— o _— Hank s 1 need 
reſor matione, nemini non apertum erit.Porrus formation, From which his Lordſhio fi 
de Alliaco lib. de Reform. Ecclel. of aue refc P faith, 
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hat it will hardly fink into any mans judgement that ſo 
great a man, as Pet. de Alliaco was zz that Church, ſhould ſpeak thus, if he did 
not ſee ſome errours 1m the Doctrine of that Church as well as the manners. To 
this you anſwer, T hat he ſpeaks not of falſe Doftrines taught by the Roman 
Church, but of Schiſms and Hereſies raiſed againſt the Church ( not foſtered by 
her) in all parts of Chriſtendom. But 1 appeal to any indifferent Reader of 
chis Teſtimony, whether he can conceive that the Cardinal intended to ac- 
quit or accuſe the Roman Church in thoſe words of his. For taking them in 
your ſcnſe, they muſt contain a high commendation of the Roman Church, 
that inthe midſt of ſo many Her: fies and Schi/ms raiſed againſt her, ſhe 
preſerved her Faithentire ; and think you that he that ſaid, The Church of 
God needed reformation, thought there was nothing in the Church which 
ſtood in need of it? And therefore this Teſtimony Toth ſluthcicntly prove 
that the Roman Church was a tainted and corrupted Church. 

If there be ſufficient evidence, that there are tares ſon 13 the Church of Rome, 
it is not to much purpoſe to enquire Whether they were ſown :rhite rhe Bi- 
ſhops ſlept, or whether they themſelves did not help to ſow them. But it ſeems in 
their private capacities they might ſow them, as private Dottors, and then it is 
not likely that in their publick capacity they would pluck them up. 1 the 
Catholick Faith only, as you tell us, cblige us to maintain that the Pope is Infalli- 
ble when he defines a General Council ; then there will be opportunity enough 
for exrours to be ſown, and grow up in the interval of ſuch definitions, But 
you further add, hat though this be all which men are obliged to maintain (tor 
no man ean be bound to impoſſibilities) ze chat zt is a wery pious opinion to 
hold, That no Popes have perſonally erred as private Doftors, i. e. you have a 
very good mind to maintain it, if you knew how ; for that is the meanin 
of your pious opinion. For if you thought it had been defenſible, no doubt 
it had been ae fide long ago. But ir was hard thwarting the Records of 
former ages wherein the errours of Popes, and their mutual contradiRions 
are ſo viſ}ble toall that ſearch after them, and therefore it was wiſcly con- 
cluded that this ſhould not be held de fide, but, ifany would venture upon 
a thing ſo. acceptable at Rome as Perſonal Infallibility is, it ſhould be ac- 
counted a very p70ws undertaking. And accordingly Be/armir hath with 
the greateſt care and induſtry endeavoured it in ſeveral Chapters ; but, as 
his Lordſhip truly faith, 4/Bellarmin's labour though great and full of art, is 
at able towaſh them clean, And this (if you had undertaken the detence of 
Bellarminy \hould have been made good ; but ſince you are 1o cautious 
as not to think your ſelf obliged to doit. I conmend your diſcretion in it, 
and proceed. Icannot ce that his Lordſhip 1s guilty of a falſe quotation 
of Bellarmin for that ſaying, Er Papas quoſdam graves ervrores ſeminaſſe in 
Eccleſia Chriſti, luceolarins eſt, tor he doth not ſeem at all to Cite Bellarmin 


for 
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forit ; bnt having Cited the place juſt before, where he endeavours to vin- 
dicate the Popes trom all errovrs ; hz adds this exprefion, as diretly con- 
trary to his delign, that —_ he had endeavoured ſo much to clear them 
from errours, yet that they had ſown ſome grievous errours in the Church 
wasas Clear as the day; and as it immediately follows is proved by Jac. 4/- 
24in, &c. And theretore it was only your own oſcitancy which made you 
{t it in the Contents of your Chapter, That Cardinal Bellarmin ws mojt 
falſly quoted by him. But that falſeneſs which with ſo much confidence you 
charge his Lordſhip with, rebounds with greater force on your ſelf, when 
you bo That Almain ſpeaks not of erronrs 12 Faith at all, but oxly of errours, 
or rather abuſes 1 a of MANNEYS ; whereas he not only 1\ſlerts but large- 
ly proves, 7 hat the Pope may erre, not only perſonally but 22880 | 
j»dicially, and in the ſame Chapter brings that remark- fy gr (ris "_ Me. Ales jr 
2ble Inſtance of the evident contradiction between the auRorie. ockell emmy  * : 
definitions of Pope Nicolaus 3. and John 22. And Pla- YQumum uus Hts Pattetaliter, 
tina tells us, that John 22. declared them to be Heretick; pl om bln pnghar I.ib, 
who held accordins to the former definition. And, 1s 
this only concerning ſome abuſes in point of manners, and not concerning 
errours in Faith that A/main ſpeaks? You mightas well ſay fo of Lyra, 
who aid, That many Popes have Apoſtatized from the Faith ; of Cuſanus, who 
faith, That both in a dirett and collateral line, ſeveral __ 
Popes have fall: iato Hereſie ; of Alphonſis a Caſtro, "mn —_ a" com Content. L. r. 
who faith, 7 hat the beſt friends of the Popes believe they Crantn's Canus rg Com. 1.6, & ule. 
' may erre in Faith ; of Carranza, who ayes, No one 
queſtions but the Pope may be an Heretick ; of Canns, who ſayes, It is ot to 
be denyed but that the chief Biſhop may be an Heretick, and that there are ex- 
amples of it : You might as well, I lay, affirm that all theſe ſpake only of 
abuſes in Manners, and not errours in Faith, as you do of 4/m4ix. Neither 
will your other ſubterfuge ſerve your turn, That they taught errours in Do- 
frine as private men ; for, Alphonſus a Caſtro exprelly affirms in the caſe of Pe hertſ. 1. r. 
Pope Cleffine, about the diſſolution of Marriage in caſe of Hereſie, That it © 
cannot be ſaid that he erred through negligence, and as a private perſon, and not 
as Pope ; For (faith he ) this definition is extant in the decretals, and he had 
ſeen it himſelf, Although the contrary to this were afterwards defined not 
only by Pope [nocent 3. but by the Council of Trent. And hence it ap- 
pears whatever you pretend to the contrary, That there may be tares ſown in P+144- 
the Church of Rome, zot only by private perſons, but by the publick hands of 
the Popes too, if they themſelves may be believed, who elſe do moſt In- 
fallibly contradi&t each other. But whether theſe errours came in at firſt 
through negligence or publick definitions is not ſo material to our pur- 
poſe ; for which it is ſufficient to prove that the Church of Rome may be 
tainted and corrupted, which may be done one way as well as the other. 
As Corn-fields may be over-run with tares though no one went purpoſely 
to ſow them there. And ſo much is acknowledged by Caſſazder when he Cſand. Con- 
ſpeaks of the ſuperſtitious practices uſed in your Church, That thoſe who 214200 
ould have reareſſed thoſe abuſes, were, if not the Authors, yet the incouragers of 
them for their own advantave ; by which means, errours and corruptions may 
ſoon grow to a great height in a Church though they were never ſown by 
publick definitions. And when you diſparage Caſſangez*s Teſtimony, by 
telling us how little his credit is among Catholicks, you thereby let us ſee 
how much your Chrrch is over-run with corruptions, when none among 
you can ſpeak againſt them but they preſently forteit their reputation. 
The caſe of the Schiſ/pzat Rome between Cornelius and Novatianus, and N35 
the imployment pf Ca/donins and Fortunatus from St. Cyprian thither, doth 
belong to the former Chapter, where 1t hath been fully or 
; already, 
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:lready, and mult nor be repeated here. Only thence we fee that Rywe 
is 2sCapable of a S$:9;/22 within her own bowels as any other Church is, 
which is abundantly atteſted by the multitudes of Sc41/zvs, which hap- 
pened atterwards between the Biſhops of that See. Bur this being infiſted 
on by his Lordihip in the former Controverlie of the Catholick Church, doth 
not 1efer to this Chapter wherein the caſes of our ſeparation ſhould be en- 

quired into. | 
s þ. Whichat lait you come to, and paſſing by the verbal diſpute between A.C, 
"Fu Lite and his Lorajhip aboit hat was [poker at the Conference, you tell Us, It more 
CONTENTS you TO = what conld Or can be ſaid in this point, You draw up there- 
fore a large and ſormal charge of S:h//72 againlt us in your following words. 
Our afſertion, lay you, is ; but, good Sr, it 15 not what you aſſerr, but what 
you prove, It Were an calle matter tor us to draw upa tar larger Bill againſt 
your Ch», and tell vou wr aſſertion is, that you are the oreatelt Schſma- 
ticks in the world. Would you lookon it as ſufficiently proved becauſe 
we aſſerted it? I pray think the ſame of us, for we are not apt to think 
our ſelves guilty of S$c4:/ at all the more, becauſe youtell us what your af- 
ſertion is ; it this be your way of dealing with vs, your ftir{t afſertio; 
had necd be, That you are Infallible ; bur {til} that had need be more 
than aſſerted, for unleſs it be Infallibly proved we ſhould not believe it. Burt 
however, we mult ſee what your aſſertios ts, that we may at leaſt underſtand 
P.145 from you theltate of the preſent Conrroverliie. Tour aſſertio therefore ts, 
that Proteſtants made this rent or Schiſm, by their obſtinate and pertinacious 
maintaining erroneous Doctrines, contrary to the Faith of the Roman or Catho 
lick Church : by their rejeting the Authority of their lawful Eccl:ſiaftical Supe- 
riows both immediate and mediate ; by aggregatias themſelves wto a ſ{parate 
body or company of pretended Chriſtians, indepexdent of aiuy Paſtours at all, that 
were in lawful and quiet poſſeſſion of juriſdiction over them ; by making them- 
ſelves Paſtours and Teachers of others, aud adminiſtring Sacraments without Ar- 
thority grven them by any that were lawfully impor'd to groe it ; by inſtitutino 
new rites and ceremonies of their own in matter of Reliozon, contrary to thoſe anti- 
ently received throughoat all Chriſtendome ; by violemly excluding and d:ſpoſ 
[ſing other Prelates and Paſtonrs of and from ther reſpeftive Sees, Cures, and 
Benefices ; and intrudizg themſelves into their places in every Nation where 
they could get footing, the ſaid Prelates and Paſtours for the moſt part yet tiv- 
x0. Theſe are your aſſertions, and becauſe you eek not to prove them, it 
ſhall be ſufficient to oppoſe ours to them. Our aſſertion therefore is, thar 
the Church and Conrt of Rowe are guilty of this Sch/{, by obtruding errone- 
ous DoQtines and ſuperſtitious practices, as the conditions of her Communi- 
0a, by adding ſuch Articles of Faith which are contrary to the plain rule of 
Faith, and repugnant tothe ſenſe of the truly Catholick and not the Roman 
Church ; by her intolerable incroachments and uſurpations upon the liber- 
tics and priviledges of particular Churches, under a vain pretence of Un:- 
verſal Paſtorſhip ; by torcing men it thcy would not damn their fouls by 
{inning againſt their conſciences in approving the errours and corruptions of 
the Roma Church, to joyn together for the Solemn Worſhip of God accord- 
ing to the rule of SCr1ptnre and practice of the Primitive Church ) and 
tlulpending Communion with that Chxrchtill thoſe abuſes and corruptions 
be redrefſed. In which _ neither deny obedience to any Lawtul Aurho- 
rity over them, nor take to themſelves any other Power than the Low of God 
hath giventhem, receiving their Authority in a conſtant Succeſſion ſrom 
the Apoſtles : they inititute no Rites and Ceremomes either contrary to, or 
ditterent trom the practice of the Irimitive Church ; they neither exclude 
or diſpoſſcis others of their Lawtul Power, but ia caſe others neglect their 
ofhice, they may be notwithitanding obliged to pertorm theirs in order 19 
the 
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the Churches Reformation. Leaving the Supreme Authority of the Kingdom 
or Nation to order and diſpoſe of ſuch things in the Church which of right 
appertain unto it. And this we aſſert to be the caſe of $:h;/z, in reference 
tothe Church off England, which we ſhall make good in oppoi!tion to your 
aſſertions, where we meet with any thing that ſeems to contradict the 
whole or any part of it. eſe and the like pradtices of vorrs (to ule your 
own words ) x2t any obſtinate maintaining any erroneous Dotrins, as You 
vainly pretend, we aver to have been the true and real cauſes of that le- 
paration which is made between your Church and ours. And you truly 
lay, That Proteſtants were thruft out of your Church ; which is an Argument 
they did not voluntarily forlake the Communion of it. and theretore are 
no Schiſmaticks ; but your carriage and practices were ſuch as forced them 
to joyn together in a diſtinct Communion from you. And it was not we 
who left your Church, but your Church that lett her Primitive Faith and Pu- 
rity inſo high a manner, as to declare all ſuch excommunicate who wall 
not approve of and joyn in her greatelt corruptions, though it be ſa Kci- 
ently manifeſt that they are great receſſions trom the Faith, Piery, and. 
Purity of that Rowan Church which was planted by the Apoſtles, and had 
ſo large a commendation fron the Apoſtolical men of thoſe firſt ages. 
Since then ſuch errors and corruptions are enforced upon us as conditions 
of Communion with you, by the ſame reaſon that the Orthodox did very 
well in departing from the Arriaxs, becauſe the Arriazs were already de- 
parted from the Chrch by their falſe Doctrine ; will our ſeparation trom 
you be juſtified who firſt departed from the Faith and Purity of the Pri- 
mitive Church; and not only ſo, but thruſt out of your Communion all ſuch 
as would not depart from it as far as you. }. 

Having thus conſidered and retorted your Aﬀertions, we come to your 
Anſwers. Nor (ay you ) does the Biſhop vindicate the Proteſtant party, by 
ſajino, The cauſe of Schiſm was ours, and that we Catholicks thruſt Proteſtants 
from us, becauſe they calPd for truth and redreſs of abuſes. For firſt, there 
can be no juſt caſe of Schiſm ; this hath been granted already even by Prote- 
ſtants, And ſo it iSby us, and the reaſon is very evident for it, for if there 
be a juſt cauſe, there can be no S$chiſzz ; and therefore what you intend by 
this, I cannot imagine, unleſs it be to free Proteſtants from the guilt of 
Schiſm, becauſe they put the Main of their tryal upon the juſtice of the 
cauſe which moved them to forſake the Communion of your Church ; or 
elſe you would have it taken for granted that ours was a S:hiſzz, and 
thence infer there could be no juſt cauſe of it. As if a man being ac- 
cuſed for taking away the life of one who violently ſet upon him in the 
High-way with an intent both to rob and deſtroy him, ſhould plead for 
himſclf that this could be no murther in him, becauſe there was a ſuffici- 
ent and juſtifiable cauſe for what he did ; that he defigned nothing but 
to go quietly on his road ; that this perſon and ſeveral others violently 
ſet upon him ; that he intreated them to deſift, that he ſought to ayoid 
them as much as he could, but when he faw they were abfolurely bent on 
his ruine, he was forced in his own neceſſary defence to take away the 
life of that perſon ; Would not this with any intelligent Jury be looked 
on as a juſt and reaſonable Vindication ? But it fo wile a perſon as your 
ſ:f had been among them, you would no doubt have better informed 
them; for you would very gravely have told them, All his plea went on a 


talſe ſuppolition, that he had a ju/# caſe for what he did, but there could 


be zo juſt cauſe for murther. Do you not ſee now how ſubtil and pertt- 
nent your Anſwer is here, by this parallel to it ? For as in that caſe all 
men grant that there can be 20 juſt cauſe for murther, becaule all murther 
15 committed without a juſt cauſe; and if there be one, it ceafeth ” be 

| murther : 


wn—n__—_ <p 


Preveſhnts mer guilty of Scbifm Part 11, 


314 
murther : So it is here 1 _— which being a caſelefs ſeparation Irom the 
Charches Unity, I wonder who ever imagined there cou'd be j/t cauſe for 
it. But to rectife ſuch groſs miſtakes as theſe are tor the future, you 
would do well to underſtand that Schiſz formally taken always imports 
ſomerhing criminal in it, and there can be no juſt cauſe tor a ſz»; but be- 
{ides that, there is that which (if you underſtand it ) you would call the 
materiality of it which is the ſeparatzon of one part of the Church trom ano- 
ther. Now this, according to the different grounds and reaſons of it, 
becomes /awfil or nlavful, that is, as the reaſons do make it neceſſary or 
unneceſſary, For ſeparation is not /awfu/ but when it 15 wccefſary :; now 
this being capable of ſuch a dittcrent nature that it may be good or evi/ 
according to its circumſtances, there can be no abſolute judgement paſſed 
upon it, till all thoſe reaſons and circumſtances be duely examined ; and 
it there be no ſufficient grounds for it, then it 1s formally Schiſmr, i. e, 
a culpable ſeparation ; it there be ſufficient caſe, then there may be a 
ſeparation, but it can be no $ch/ſp. And becauſe the Union of the Catho. 
lick Church lyes in Fundamental and zeceſſary truths, therefore there can be 
no ſeparation abſolutely from the Catholick Charch but what involves in it 
the tormal guilt of $c4//- ; it being impoſſible any perſon ſhould have 

| juſt cauſe to diſown the Churches Communion for any thing whole belief 
1s necefary to ſalvation. And whoſoever doth ſo, thereby makes himſelf 
no member of the Church, beciuſe the Church ſubſiſts on the belief of 
Fundamental truths Burt in all ſuch cafes wherein a diviſion may be 
made, and yet the ſeveral perſons divided retain the eſſezt:als of a Chriſti. 
an Church, the ſeparation which may be among any ſuch, muſt be deter- 
mined according to the cauſes of it. For it being poſlible of one ſide, 
that men may out of capricious humours and fancies renounce the Com- 
munion of a Chyrch which requires nothing but what 1s juſt and reaſon- 
able; and it being poTible on the other ſide, that a Church _ her ſelf 
Catholick may ſo tar degenerate in Faith and practice, as not only to be 
guilty of great errors and corruptions, but to impoſe them as conditions 
of Communion with her, it is neceſſary where there is a manifeſt ſeparatr- 
on to enquire into the reaſons and grounds of it; and to determine the 
nature of it according to the juſtice of the cauſe which is pleaded for it. 
And this I hope may help youa little better to underſtand, what is meant 
by ſuch, who ſay, here caz be zo juft cauſe of Schiſm ; and how little this 
makes for your purpoſe. 

$. 9. But you go on and I mult follow. And to hi calling for truth, &c. I An- 
f-ver, What Hereticks ever yet forſook the Church of God, but pretended truth, 
and complained they were thruſt out, and hardly dealt with, meerly becauſe they 
called for truth and redreſs of abuſes ? And I pray, what Church was ever lo 
guilty of errors and corruptions, but would call thole Heretichs and 
Schiſmaticks who found fault with her Doctrine, or ſeparated from her 
Communion ? It 1s true, H-reticks pretend truth, and Sthiſmaticks abuſes, 
but 1s it poſſible there ſhould be errors and corruptions in a Churches 
Communion, or is it not ? It not, prove but that of your Church, and the 
cauſe isatanend ; if it be, we are to examine whether the charge be truc 
or no. For although Hereticks may pretend truth, and others be deceived 
in judging of ir, yet doubtleſs there is a real difference between truth and 
error, If you would never have mcn quarrel with any Doctrine of your 
Church becauſe Hereticks have pretended truth : would not the ſame reaſon 
hold, why men ſhould never enquire after 7rth, Reaſoz, or Relr210n, be- 
cauſe men have pretended to them all which have not had them. Ir 1s 
therefore a moſt ſenſeleſs cavil to ſay we have no reaſon 79 call for truth 


becaule Heretichs have done ſo; and on the fame grounds you mult not be 
p a Hear 
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called Catholicks becauſe Hereticks have been called ſy. But thoſe who 
have been Heretichs were firſt proved to be ſo, by making it appear that 
wasa Certain #ruth which they denyed ; do you the ſame by us; prove 
thoſe which we call errors in your Church to be part of the Catholick and 
Apoſtolick Faith ; prove thoſe we account corruptions, to be parts of Di- 
vize worſhip, and we will give you leave to call us Hereticks and Schiſma- 
zicks, but not beiore. Bur, ſay you, He ſhould hawe refleted that the Church 
of God is ſtiled aCity of Truth by the Prophet, (and 1o it may be, and yet 
your Church be a tortreſs of Error ) And 4 Pillar and foundation of Truth 
by the Apoſtle, (but what is this to the Church of Roxs being ſo?) 4d by 
the Fathcrs, a rich depoſitory or I reaſury of all Divine and Heavenly Doftrines 
(ſoit was in the ſenſe the Fathers took the Church in, for the 7ruly Catho- 
lick Chriſtian Church). And we may uſe the ſame expreſſions {till of rhe 
Churchas the Prophets, Apoſtles, and Fathers did, and nevertheleſs charge 
your Church juſtly with the want of truth, and oppoſition to the preaching of 
it, and on that ground juſtly forſake her Communion, which is lo far from 
being 7nexcſable 1mpicty and preſumption, that t was only the performance 
of a neceſſary Chriſtian duty. And therefore that Woe of ſcandal, his 
Lordſhip mentioned, ſtill returns upon your party who gave ſuch juſt 
cauſe of offence to the Chriſtian world, and making it neceſſary for all 
ſuch as aimed at the purity of the Chr//t/az Church to leave your Commu- 
nin, when it could not be enjoyed without making ſhipwrack both of 
Faith and a good Conſcience. And this is ſo clear and undeniable ( to follow 
you ſtill in your own language) that we dare appeal for a tryal of our 
cauſe to any Aſſembly of learned Divines, or what Judge and Jury you 
pleaſe, provided they be not ſome of the parties accuſed ; and becauſe you 
are ſo willing to have Learzed Divines, 1 hope you will believe the laft 
Pope Innocent lo far, as not to mention the Pope and Cardinals. 

What follows in Vindication of A.C. from exterfering and ſhuffling in 
his words, becanſe timorous and tender conſciences think they can never ſpeak 
with caution eaourh, for fear of tellins a lye, will have the force of a de- 
monſtration, ( being ſpoken of and bya Je/uir) among all thoſe who know 
what mortal haters they are of any thing that looks like a lye or xquivo- 
cation: And what reaſon there is that, of all perſons in the world, they 
ſhould be judged mer of timorons and tender Conſciences. | 

But whatever the words were which paſſed, you juſtifie A. C. in ſaying, 
That the Proteſtants did depart from the Church of Rome, azd got the Name 
of Proteſtants by proteſting avainſt her. For this (lay you) #s ſo apparent that 
the whole world acknoledacth it. Tf you mean that the Communion of 
Proteſtants is diſtin&t from yours, Whoever made ſcruple of confeſling it ? 
But becauſe in thoſe terns of departing, leaving, forſaking your Communt- 
on, you would ſeem to imply that it was a voluntary aft and done withour 
any neceſſary cauſe enforcing it, therefore his Lordſhip denyes that Prore- 
ftants did depart ; for, laith he, departure is voluntary, ſo was not theirs. 
| But becauſe it is ſo hard a matter to explain the nature of that ſeparation 
between your Church and Ours, eſpecially in the beginving of it, without 
uſing thoſe terms or ſome like them, as when his Lordſhip faith, hae Lu- 
ther m2de a breach from it : It is ſufficient, that we declare that by none 
of theſe expreſſions we mean any car/l:/s ſeparation, but only ſuch ads as 
were neceſſarily conſequential to the impoſing your errors and corrupti- 
ons as conditions of Communion with your Church. To the latter part his 
Lord{hip anſwers, That the Proteftants did mot get that name, by Proteſting 
againſt the Church of Rome, but by Proteſtine ( and that when nothing elſe 
would ſerve) againſt her errors and ſuperſtitions. Do you but remove them 


from the Church of Rome, and our Proteſtation is ended and our Separation -_ 
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This, you think, will be anſwered with our old put oft, That zz is the 
common pretext of all Hereticks, when they ſever themſelves from the Rowagns- 
Catholick Church. If your Church indeed were what {he is not, the Carho- 
lick Charch, we might be what we are not, Herez:c&s : but ti:ink it noe 
enough to prove us Hereticks, that you call us ſo, unleſs you will likewiſe 
take it for granted, that the Pope is Antichriſt, and your Church, the Whore 
of Babylon, becauſe my are as often, and as confidently called ſo. And 
if your Church betruly ſo (as ſhe is ſhrewdly ſuſpected ro be) Lo you think 
ſhe, and all her followers, would not as confidently call ſuch as diſſented 
from her, Hererichs, and the _ thoſc exprefſions of her v:irulext execra- 
tions againſt her, as you donow, ſuppoling hec not to be ſo? What there- 


fore would belong to your Chnrch, tuppoling her as bad as any Proteſtants 


| imagine her to be, cannor certainly help to perſwade us, that ſhe is not ſo 


bad as ſhe is. Whenyou ſay itill, That Proteſtants did really depart from 
the Roman Church, and in ſo doing, remained ſeparate from the whole Church ; 
you very fairly beg the thing in diſpute, and think us uncivil tor denying 
it. You know not what that pallage means, That the Proteſtants did wot 
voluntarily depart, taking their whole body and canſe tozcther ; lince there is 
no obſcurity in the expreſſion, bur a defect elſewhere, Ican only ſay, That 
his Lordſhip was not bound to find you an Under/tanding as oft as you 
want it. But it were an eaſie matter to help you ; tor it 1s plain, that he 
ſpeaks thoſe words to diſtinguiſh the common cauſe of Proteſtants, from 
the heats and irregularities of ſome particular perſons, whom he did not 
intend to juſtifie, fich as he ſaith, Were either peeviſh, or ignorantly zealows. 
And if yy diſtinguiſh the ſenſe of your Church from the judgements of 
particular perſons, I hope it may be as lawful tor us todiſtinguiſh the body 
and cauſe of Proteſtants from the inconſiderate adtings of any particular 
»z#ez. All that which follows about the name of Proteſtants, which his 
Lordſhip faith, 7ook zts rife, not from proteſtine ſimply againſt the Roman 
Church, but againſt the Edit at Worms, which was for the reſtoring all things 
to their former ſtate, without any reformation, 1s lo plain and evident, that 
nothing but a mind to cavil, and to give us the ſame things over and over, 
could have made you ſtay longer upon it. For what elſe means your talk 
of Innovation in matters of Religion (which we ſay, was cauſed by you) and 
proteſting avainſt the Roman Church, aiid conſequently avataſt all particular 
Viſible Churches in the world, and that which nome but Hereticks and Schiſma- 
ticks uſed to do? Do you think theſe paſſages are lo hard, that we can. 
not know what they mean, unleſs we have them fo often over ? But 
they are not ſo hard to be under{tood, as to be belicved, and that the ra- 
ther, becauſe we ſec you had rather /ay them oftezz, than prove them oxce. 
If the Popes profeſſed Reformation neceſſary as to many abuſes, I hope they are 
not all $:hiſzaticks who call for the redreſs of abuſes in your Church. But, 
if all the Reformation we are to expect of them, be that, which you ſay, 
was effettually ordained by the Council of Trent, it there had not bcen an 
Faitt at Worms, there were the Decrees of that Conncil which would have 
made a Proteſtation xeceſſary. Although we think your Church necds Re- 
formation in Manners and Diſcipline, as much as any in the world, yet thoſe 
are not the ab«ſes mainly inſiſted on by the Prote/tants, as the grounds of 
their Separation, and therefore his Lord{hip ought to be underitood, of a 
Reformation as to the errors and corruptions of the Roman Chnrch ; and 
doubtleſs that Ed:& of Worms which was for the re/tor:uo all thinss to their 
former ſtate, did cut oft all hopes of any ſuch Reformation as was neceſſary 
for the Proteſtants to returu to the Roman Communion. And whatever you 
ſay, till you have proved the contrary better than as yet it is done, it will 


appear, that they are the Proteſtants who ſtand for the ancient and nnde- 
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filed Dottrine of the Catholick Church, againſt the novel and corrupt Tenets of 
the Roman Church. And ſuch kind of Proteſtatioz no true Chriſtian, who 
meaſures his being Catholick, by better grounds than communion with the 
Church of Rome, will ever have cauſe to be aſhamed of. 

But A. C. (faith his Lordſhip) goes oz, and will needs have it, that the 
Proteſtants were the cauſe of the Schiſym. For, (laith he) though the Church 
of Rome 4a thruſt them from her by excommunication, yet they had firſt di- 
vided themſelves by obſtinate holding and teachins Opinions contrary to the 
Roman Faith, and prattice of the Church, which to do, S. Bernard thinks, is 
priae, 8. Auſtin, madnſ5. At this his Lordſhip takes many and juſt ex- 
ceptions. 1. {hat holding and teaching was not the prime canſe neither, but 
the corruptions and ſuperſtitions of Rome, which forced 'many men to hold 
and teach the contrary. So the prime cauſe was there ſtill, Now to this your 
Anſwer is very conliderable. 7 hat the Biſhop of Rome being S. Peter*s ſuc- 
ceſſor in the Government of the Church, and Infallible ( at leaſt with a Gezeral 
Conncil ) it is impoſſible, that Proteſtants, or other Sectaries, ſhould ever find 
ſuch errors or corruptions definitrvely taught by him, or received by the Church, 
as ſhould either warrant them to preach againſt her Doftrine, or lawfully to 
forſake her communion. We ſay, Your Church hath erred ; you ſay, Itis 
unpoſlible /he ſhould ; we offer you evident proots of her errors ; you ſay, 
She is Infallible ; weſay, Itis impoſſible, that Church ſhould be I-fallible, 
which we can make appear hath beex decezved ; you tell us again, It is 
impoſſible ſhe ſhould be deceived ; for, let Hereticks ſay what they will, ſhe 
is Infallible. And if this benot a fatisfattory way of anſwering, let the 
world judge. But having already pulled down that Babel of Infallib:lity, 
this Anſwer fallsto the ground with it ; and to uſe your phraſe, The trut 
zs, all that you have in effect to ſay for your Church, is, that ſhe is I»fal- 
lible, and & Catholick Church, and by this means you think to caſt the 
Schiſm upon us; and theſe things are great enough indeed, if you could 
but make any ſhew of proof for them ; but not being able to do that, 
you do in effect as much, as if a manin a hieh feaver ſhould go about to 
demonſtrate it was i»poſ/ible for him to be /ick, which, the more he takes 
pains to do, the more evident his diſtemper is to all who hear him. And 
it is ſhrewdly to be ſuſpeCted, if your errors had not been great and pal- 
pable, you would have contented your ſelves with ſomething ſhort of In- 
fallibility. But as the caſe is with your Church, I muſt conteſs it is your 
grcateſt wiſdom to talk moſt of I»fallibility; for if you can but meet with, 
any weak enough to {wallow that, all other things go down-withour dil-! 
pute ; but if men are left ar liberty to examine particulars, they would as 
{oon believe it was impoſſible for that man to f/a/7, whom they ſee por 


the ground, as your Church tobe infallible, which they find overſpread with 


error and corruptions. 

Much ſuch another Anſwer you return to his Lordſhips ſecond Excep- 
tion, which 1s, at his calling the Chriſtian Faith the Roman F:th : For, 
you ſay, 1t is no inconeruity ſo to call it, for the Biſhop of Rome being Head 
of the whole Chriſtian or Catholick Church, the Faith approved and taught by 
him as Head thereof, though it be de faQto, the general Faith and Profeſſion of 
all Chriſtians, may yet very well be called the Roman Faith ; Why ? becauſe 
the root, origine, and chief Fonndation und:r Chriſt, of its beino prattiſed and 
believed by Chriſtians, is at Rome, But it the Biſhop of Roms be no ſuch 
thing as Head of the Chriſtian Church (and they muſt have a very wide 
Faith, which mult ſva/low that Univerſal Headjhip, with all the appurte- 
ances, upon your bare affirmation) if it belongs no more to him to ap- 
prove and teach the Faith than to any orher Catholick Biſhop, if the com- 
ing from Rome affords no credibility at all to the Chriſtian Faith ; then 
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{till there remains as great an incongruity as may be. in calling the Chr. 


ſtan Frith, the Roman kaith, And as to all theſe my denial is as good as 
your affirmation 3 when you undertake to prove, Iſhall to an{iver, 

It 4. C. adds the practice of the Church to rhe Roman Fa1th, I lee no ad- 
vantage is gotten by it, for the firſt mult limit the latter, and the F4;ch 
being Roman, the Church mult be ſo too, and rheretore all your cavils on 
that ſubject come to nothing. 

The third Exception is, againſt rhe places out of S. Bernard, azd S. Au- 
ſtin, which, his Lordſhip ſaith, are m2//-applied ; for mither of them (faith 
he) /pake of the Roman ; and S. Bernard perhaps werther of the Catholick, 
or the Roman, but of a particular Church or Congregation. His woras ave, 
What greater pride, than that one man ſhould prefer his judgement before the 
whole Congregation ? Which A.C. conveniently to his purpoſe rexdred before 

the whole Congregation of all the Chriſtian Churches in 


Aue majar ſuperbia quam ut unus homo t0o- the world, heres no ſuch thing is ia him as dll the 


ts Congregations judicium ſunm preferat, Chriſtian Churches in the world, Ard his L.ord{hip 


fanquam ipje ſolus Spiritum Des habeat ? | ; Rf : 
S. Bern. Serm. 3. de Keſurrect. ſaith, He thinks it ts plain, that he ſpeaks both of, and 


Thid, 


to the particular Congregation, to which he was then 
preaching. This you deny not, bur ſay, he argument holds 4 minori ad 
majus, to ſhew rhe mere exorbitant pride of thoſt', who prefer their private fa- 
natick Opinions, before the judgement of the whole Catholick Church. The 
Roman Church you ſhould have ſaid, for you own no Catholick Church, but 
what is Romaz, and therein the argument you mention will hold yet fur- 
ther, againſt thoſe who prefer the Nove/ Oprnions of the Roman Church, be- 
fore the ancient Apoſtolical Faith of the truly Catholick Church, His Lord- 
ſhip adds, That it is one thing to prefer a mans private judgement before the 
whole Congregation ; and another, for an intelligent man in ſomething unſa- 
rrsfied, modeſtly to propoſe his doubts even to the Catholick Church. And 
wuch more may a whole National Church, nay, the whole body of Proteſtants do 
it. Now you very wiſely leave out this Ilaft clauſe, that you might take 
an opportunity to declaim againſt Luther, Zninglins, Calvin, ec. tor want 


of modeſty. But what pretext could there have been for ſuch virulency, 


had they been guilty of what you charge them, it you would but have 
given us all that his Lordſhip laid ? And may not I now therefore more 
juſtly return you your own language in the ſame page upon a far leſs occa- 
ſion ? That here's a manifeſt robbery of part of his Lordſhips words, for which 
you are bound toreſtitution. For his Lordſhip, as it were, foreſcerns this ca- 
wil, warily adds that comcernias a whole National Church, and the whole bo- 
dy of Proteſtants ; which you for reaſons beſt known to your ſelf, craftily leave 
out. But we muſt excaſe our adverſary for this ſlip, thoueh it be an unhand- 
ſome one; For the truth is, he had no other way to hide the ouiltineſs of hts 
own per, &Cc. Theſe are your own words only applied, and that much 
more juſtly to your 1clt, tor a more any tar tault in the very ſame page 
wherein you had accuſed his Lordſhip tor one of that kind. But you go 
on further, and ſuppoſing the doubts had been modeſtly propoſed, yet this could 
not at all help the Prot-ſtant cauſe, in regard their aoubts were in points of 
Faith, already determined for ſuch by authority of the Catholick Church ; to 
queſtion any of which with what ſeeming modeſtly ſoever is ſinful, heretical, 
and damnable, Were it our preſcnt buſineſs, it were eaſie to make it 
appear, that the far greateſt part of the matters 1n Controverſie , were ne- 
ver determined as pormts of Faith, betore the Council of I reat, and, I hope 
you will not ſay, that was before the Reformation, or any propoſal of 
doubts ? But, if they had been defined by your Church for matters of Faith, 
and our great doubt be, How your Chr comes to have this power of 


determining points of Faith, to whom ſhould this doubt be propounded ? 
to 
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to your Church, no doubt then we ſhould hear from her, as now we do 
from you, 7 hat to queſtion it with what ſeeming mod:ſty ſoever, is ſinful, he- 
retical, aud damnable. And, Is it not then likely that your Church ſhould 
ever yield to the propoſal of doubts? and you do well to tell us{o; tor 
it will fave Proteſtants a great deal of labour, when they ſee your Church 
ſo incurable, that ſhe makes it ſinful, heretical, and damnable, to queſtion 

any thing ſhe hath determined. Although we do with much more rca- 

ſon aſſert it to be ſirful, heretical and damnable in your Church, to offer to 

obtrude erroneous Dottrines on the Faith of the Chriſt:an world, as points 

neceſſary to be believed, and to urge ſuperſtitious praftices as the condi- 

tions of communion with her. 

To the place of S. Aufti7, wherein he ſaith, That 7t 7s & part of moſt in- 
ſolent madneſs, for any man to diſpute, Whether that be to be done, which is 
analy done in ana through the whole Catholick Church of Chriſt, His Lord- Þ. 138. 

up anſwers, 1. Here's ot a word of the Roman Church, but of that which 
is all over the world, Catholick, which Rome ever yet was; and for all PF: 149- 
your boaſt of having often ſhewed, That the Roman and the Catholick are 
el one ; I dare leave 1t to the indifferent Reader, Whether you have not 
miſerably failed in your attempts that way, 2. He anſwers, That A. C. 
applies this to the Roman Faith, whereas S. Auſtin ſpeaks exprefly of the rites 
and ceremonies of the Church, and particularly about the manner of offering 
4pon Maundy-Thurſday, whether it be 7n the morning, or after ſupper, or 
both. 3. *Tis manifeſt by the words themſelves, that S. Auſtin ſpeaks of no mat- 
ter of” Faith there, Roman, nor Catholick, for he ſpeaks of things done, and to 
be done, and not for things believed, or to be believed, 4. A right ſober man 
may, without the leaſt touch of inſolency or madneſs, diſpute a buſineſs of Re- 
ligion with the Roman, either Church or Prelate, as all men know Irenzus Ibid, 
did with Vitor. Now to all this you reply, That the argument ſtill holds 
2 minori ad majus, ad reaches to every perſon that in any matter whatſo- 
ever obſtinately oppoſes himſelf againſt the Church of God, And 1s not this 
an excellent way of arguing from the /e/s to the greater, to argue from a 
rite or ceremony obſerved by the Univerſal Church to a matter of Faith de- ' 
termined by the Roman Church ? This is 4 minori ad majus with a wit- 
neſs. But your Reaſon is as good as your Anſwer, which is, becauſe there 
was always ſome point or matter of Faith involved in every Univerſally pra- 
diſed rite or ceremony of the Church, I pray Sir then, Tell us what the mzat- 
zer of Faith was which lay in the offering on Maxnday-Thurſday tn morning, 
or after ſupper ? and by whom this port of Faith was determined ? and 
how far it is obligatory ? and whether it be not ſinful, heretical, and 
damnable, fo much as modeſtly to doubt of it ? For all this, you told us, 
belongs to all matters of Faith determined by the Catholick Church. 
What remains of this Chapter, need not hold us long, for 4. C.'s illation 
from the Catholick Churches not erring, that therefore it cannot be lawful to 
ſeparate from the Roman Church, 1s abſurd and illogical; and depends on 
that groſs miſtake that the Roman and Catholick Churchare all one, which 
we have abundantly diſproved in the precedent Chapter. What follows Þ: 150, 11+ 
concerning the Catholick Churches not erring, and how far that extends, con- 
cerning the Catalogue of” Fundamentals, and any errors admitted in the Church, 
being deſtruttive to its Being, becauſe derogatory to Gods Veracity, have becn 

lo amply diſcuſſed in their proper places, that IT find no temptation from 
any new arguments here ſuggeſted, to reſume the debate of them. There 
being then nothing material, which hath not been handled already ; I here 
conclude this Chapter. 
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CHAP. IIL. 
Of keeping Faith with Hereticks. 


The occaſion of this Diſpute. The reaſon why this Doctrine is not commonly 
defended : Yet all own ſuch Principles from whence it neceſſarily follows, 
1 he matter of fatt as to the Council of Conſtance, ana John Hus opened, 
Of the nature of the ſafe-conauct granted him by the Emperor, that it was 
ot a general one, falva juſtitia, bat particular, jure Ipeciali ; which i 
largely proved. The particulars concerning Hierom of Prague, Of the 
[afe-condutt granted by the Conncil of Trent. Of the diſtinition of Secy- 
lar and Eccleſiaftical Power, and that from thence it follows,: that Faith i 
ot to be kept with Hereticks, Simancha, and ſeveral others fully aſſert 
this Doitrine. Of the Invitation to the Council of Trent, and the good 


Inſtruttions there ; and of Publick Diſputation. 


A . Cs Endeavour not only to charge Proteſtants with the guilt of 
Schiſm, but to juſtific and clear the proceedings of the Church of Rome to- 
wards them, hath led us into a new diſpute, how far ſhe is to be truſted 
in the greateſt promiſes which are made to ſuch whom ſhc accounts He- 
reticks, Which is occaſioned by theſe words of his, That after this breach 
was made, the Church of Rome was ſo kind and careful to ſeek the Proteſtants, 
that ſhe invited them publickly with ſafe-condutt to Rome, to a General Coun- 
cil, freely to ſpeak what they could for themſelves : Or, if we take his words, 


as you give them us, the ſenſe is the ſame to our purpoſe (and therefore 


you impertincntly cavil with his Lordſhip for not keeping Faith with 
A.C.) Which did at firſt ſeek to recall them from their Novel Opinions, and 
after their breach did permit, yea invite them publickly to Rome to a General 
Council, &c. Upon which his Lordſhip ſays : Indeed I think the Church of 
Rome aid carefully ſeek the Proteſtants ; but I oubt it was to bring them with- 
in their wet. And ſhe invited them to Rome. Avery ſafe place, if” you mark 
it, for them to come to, juſt as the Lion (in the Apologue) invited the Fox 
to his own Den, Tea, but there was ſafe-condudt offered too : Yes, condutt per- 
haps, but not ſafe, or ſafe perhaps, for going thither, but none for coming thence. 
Veſtigia nulla retrorſum. Tea, bat 27 ſhould have been to a General Council : 
Perhaps ſo. But was the conduct ſafe, that was given to a Conncil which they 


call General, to ſome others before them? No ſare, John Hus, and Jerom of 


Prague burnt for all their ſafe-condnit. And ſo long as the Jeſuits write and 
maintain, That Faith given is not to be kept with Hereticks, and the Church of 
Rome /eaves this lewd Dottrine uncenſured ( as it hath hitherto done, and no 
exception put in of force and violence) A. C. ſhall pardon us, that we come not 
to | ome, or within the reachof Roman Power, what freedom of ſpeech ſoever 
hs promiſed us. For to what end freedom of ſpeech on their part, ſince they are 
reſolved to alter nothing? And to what end freedom of ſpeech on our part, if 
after ſpeech hath been free, life ſhall wot ? This you call a 7 heme, which, for 
the moſt part, our Adverſaries lowe to dwell upon, as thinkins they have ſome 
great advantage againſt us therein, And, can you blame them for inſiſting 
much on that which their lives are concerned in, and it will appear inthe 
proſecution of this ſubje&t, that we have this great advantage againſt you, 
that we are come to underſtand your arts fo well, as not ſo allly to be catch- 


cd by your perfidious ſubtilties. And as we underſtand your practices bet- 
ter than to rely on your prozziſcs of this nature, ſo we are not ſo ignorant 
of the 72trienes of your proceedings, as to ſuppoſe that commonly and open- 

ly 
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ly you ſhould detend this Poſition, That F:ith is not to be kept with Hereticks. 
For thereby you would loſe the. intent and deſign of it ; for none would 
be ſo ſilly as to venture themſelves into the hands of ſuch, -who openly 
profeſs, 7 hey are not hound to keep Faith withthem. For, Do you think that 
Father Fulzentio would ever have gone to Rowe on the ſafe-condutt moſt 
ſolemnly o_ by Paul 5. if he had underſtood beforehand, with what 
perfidiouſnels he ſhould have been dealt with there ; and all under this 
pretext, That /afet-condutt was given for his comme thither, but not for his going 
thence ? Is this the Faith of the Apoſtolical See ? Is this the Catholick and 
Roman Faith? It ſo, the Roman Faith, before ever it was Chriſtian, was 
much more i»fall;b/: than this ; that never was acquainted with ſuch a 
perfidious Infallibility. Well then might his Lordſhip ſay, The condutt 
might be ſafe for his going thither, but not for his coming thence. Veſtigia nul- 
la retrorſum. And ſo Fu/zextio to his ſorrow found ir. We ſee therefore, 
it is very neceſſary for you todiſown this principle as much as poſlible, till 
ou have occaſion to practiſe it, and then woe be to them to whoſe lot it 
falls to make the experimenc. Though therefore both publickly and private- 
ly, inword and writing, as you tell us, Tou teach and profeſs, That Faith is to 
be kept as well with Hereticks, as Catholicks, yet your Adverſaries have no 
great reaſon to rely on your promiſes ; when they find your praQtices ap- 
parently to the contrary, and thoſe prattices built on ſuch principles which 
you all own, and contend tor, and that notwithſtanding what you confi- 
dently ſay to the contrary, ſeveral of your Writers have in terms aſſerted 
it. All which ſhall be made good in this Chapter. And therefore, though 
you s it, and fay it overagain, thoſe who know the ambiguity of your 
expreſſions, your many reſervations, and exceptions which you make, will 
not he very confident of the honeſty of your meaning, by the fairneſs of 
your expreſſions. Theſe are therefore zo clamorous accuſations, but very 
{ad truths, which the experience of the world, and your dealings have 
too often'taught us ; that at laſt we are forced to diſtinguiſh between a 
Princes ſafe-condutt, and an Eccleſiaſtical Trepay, For no other will that 
appear to be, which was granted by Pope Paul to Fulgentio, or the Empe- 
rour, and Conncil of Conſtance to John Hulſe, and Hierom of Prague. If 
Chriſt therefore, after he had ſaid, That they ſhould give to Czſar the things 
that are Cxſars, had either denied the payment of 7ribate, or demanded it 
himſelf, B:canzs might then ſay, That was a fit parallel for you in this 
Controverſie, whole open aQtions do palpably contradift you, when you ſay, 
That Faith is tobe kept with Hereticks. | 
For the clearing of which, we muſt firſt relate the matter of fa&t in 
the caſe of the Council of CO and then examine the ſcveral evaſions 
you make in vindication of their proceedings, notwithftanding the /afe- 
condutt given by the Emperonr and Council. The ſtory then is briefly this ; 
A Council at Conſtance being called for redreſſing abuſes in the Church ; 
and putting an end to thar Schi/zz, which was between the three Antipopes 
Gregory 12, Benedict 13, John 23. John Huſſe is ſummoned by the Empe- 
rour Sigiſmund to appear before it. And to take away all fears and ſuſpi- 
cions of unhandſome dealing, the Emperour grants him a ſafe-condutt, in 
which it was expreſſed, Oni prorſus impedimento remoto, tranſire, ſtare, 
morari, & redire libere permittatis; that without all manner of hindrance, 
he ſhould be ſuffered to come, appear, ſtay, and return freely. That 
luch a /zfe-condutt was given by the Emperour, and pleaded by Huſſe, is 
agreed on all ſides. But notwithſtanding this, he had not been above three 
weeks in Conſtance, but, contrary to Ins /afe-conduct, he is thrown into 
priſon ; which being done in the Emperonrs abſence, he returns to the 
Council, and argucs the caſe with them, upon which they pals the decree 
Tr Con- 
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contained in the 19 Seſſion of thar Conncl, in theſe words cited. in the 


Margent, which that you may not quarrel with my in- 
terpretation of, I will take your own. '* h# preſext $+ 
cred Synod declareth , That by whatſoever ſafe-condutt ; 
granted by the Emperour, K7jn2s, or other Secular Princes, 
to Hereticks, or ſuch as are difamed for Hereſic, ao pre- 
judice can ariſe, no impediment can, or ought to be put to 
the Catholick Faith, or other Eccleſtaſtical Jarifdiction, but 
that ( notwithſtanding the ſaid ſafe-condutt ) it may be Lny- 
ful for any competent and Eccleſiaſtical fudge 10 enqrere 
into the errours of ſuch perſons, and duly otherwiſe proceed 
againſt them, and puniſh them ſo far as juſtice ſhall require, 
if they ſhall pertinaciouſfiy refuſe to revoke their erronrs ; 
jea though they come to the place of judecratnt , relyina 
upon ſuch ſafe-condutt, and would ot otherwiſe come 
thither ; wor doth he who fo promiſcth, remain obliged 


P. ws ts Lint's : " ; . . * 
in any thing, havinz done what yes in him. Upon this 


decree of the Conncilthe Emperour looks on himlelt, as abſolved from his 
obligation, and not only concurred in the ſentence againſt 1:ſſe, but gave 
order himſelf about his execution. The Queſtion thenis, Whether the 
Emperour did not break his Faith with John Haſſe info doing ; and, Whe- 
ther the Conc: did not decree, that neither he, nor any elſe, were bound 
to keep it with Hereticks, Although this caſe beſo plain andclear to all 
perſons, who haveany ſenſe of juſtice and honeſty, that we dare appeal 
to the moſt indifferent perſons in the world, Whether it be not a notori- 
ous violation of Faith, after a moſt ſolemn promile of ſafe return, ro pro- 
ceed to judgement againſt the perſon, who came meerly relying on that 
promiſe, and the ſame perſon tobe the inſtrument of his execution, who 
gave the ſafe-condutt on which he truſted : And wherher the declaring, 
that ſucha perſon is not obliged to keep his promiſe, bccauſle it is a matter 
of Hereſie he had promiſed in, be not to declare, 7 hat mo Faith is to be 
kept with Hereticks. Yet ſince no aCtions are ſo bad, it they tend to your 
advantage, but you will have ſomething to blind the eyes of the {imple 
with, we muſt conſider what you have to plead in vindication of theſe pro- 
ceedings. You tell us then, That the Emperonr did not break his Faith with 
John Huſle, azd that notwithſtanding the ſafe-conduct given, he was juſtly 
burnt. Boldand daring aſſertions ! but we muſt enquire into the reaſons 
of them. Two things you ſeem molt to rely on, and the itrength of all 
your Anſwer depends on them : which being the things, Becanzs, and the 
reſt of your party inſiſt on in this caſe, I ſhall more cloſely examine. The 
hilt is, From the nature of the ſafe-condutt given, that it was not ſuch as could 
hinder juſtice ; the ſecond is, From the difference of the Secular and Ecileſtiſti- 
tal Power, and that the Emperonr could make no promiſe 1n prejudice of the 
Churches Turiſdiftion. 

Firſt, You diſtinguiſh of a ſafe-condut?, which, you ſay, may be granted 
two ways ; firſt, jure communi, hex "tis given only againſt unjuſt violence, 
lalva ſemper juſtitia, provided always that Juſtice be not impeached : S:- 
condly, jure Ipeciali, mhep it ſecures a man againſt all violence whatſoever, 
whether juſt or unjuſt, aud chiefly in that cauſe for which it is given, In the 
former manner only, you ſay, A ſafe-condutt ws granted by the Emperon 
zo John Hulle, azd by the Conncil of Conſtance to Hierom of Pragiie : 1x th? 
Latter fort, the Conncl of Trent offered ſafe-condnd to the Proteſtants in 
Germany, &c. No ith therefore was broken with John Huſle ; for, a ſafe: 
conduct was only orver him Jurc communi, by which Juſtice was to remain 
unimpeachable, fiice h: was only promiſed to be defended againſt unjuſt wi0- 
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lence ; which was performed. I grant, a ſafe-condutt may be given two 
ways; the hi{t, 15 to ſecure men from all unjuſt violence, in order to a le- 
gal trial ; and this 15 granted 1n ſuch caſes, when the perſon accuſed looks 
onthe Law, as open tor him as well as his Adver/ſarizs, and puts himſelf 
on a fair tryal betore equal and indifferent Judges : and in ſuch caſes the 
intent of the /zfe-coxduct 15 exprefled, Damns tibt fidem publicath cauſam di- 
cendi in judicio confra vint, non contra Juris executionem; as the Formula of 
it isin the Roman Empire ; thence that Imperial Conſtitution, which pro- 
hibits that any /aft-coz4uct be given to the accuſer, or the guilty perſon 
adverſus publicum judicium, ſed folum contra vim, againft publick juſtice, 


but only :gainſt violence: but then, theſe are the /afe-coaduits which, 


ſubordinate Officers can only grant; becauſe theſe have no power over the 
life of perfons, but they are only to {ce juſtice duly adminiſtred to all per- 
ſons, in order to which they may give ſuch /afe-corduits as may prevent 
ſuch things, as may hinder the due execution of Juſtice. But then further, 
a /afe-cond:et may be given with reſpect to thoſe who are to judge of the 
cauſe, /.c. in cale a perſon avoids appearance upon fears that the perſons 
he is ſummoned before, will conkers caſt him into priſon, or put him 
todeath; now, it a /afe-coxdutt be granted by him, who hath the abſolute 
power of life and liberty, ſo as to hinder the execution of any ſentence paſ: 
ſed, in this caſe the /afe-condudt is full and abſolute, and admits of no re- 
ſtrictions or limitations. Now this latter is plainly our preſent caſe ; 
For John Huſſe had been ſummoned before to appear at Rome, to vindicate 
himſelf in point of H-reſie, but ſuſpecting foul dealing, hedurſt not go : 
| And, Canwe inreafon think he wouldever have gone to Conftaxe, if the 
Emperour had not granted him ſuch a Coxdu& as might ſecure him from 
his fears, as to his life and liberty ? An1 therefore, fince the Emperour, 
to whom it only belonged to diſpoſe of both, had granted him ſo expreſs a 
ſafe-condutt, he thought he might ſecurely go. For, To what end or pur- 
poſe isa /:ft-conduct granted, 1f it be not to ſecure that which the perſon 
to whom it was given, had moſt cauſe to fear ? Now it is apparent, ;Joh 
Hyſſe was not afraid of any unjuſt violence by the way, for he was ſo ſecure 
as tothat, that he left his /afe-co4udt 1n the hands of his friends, till he came 
at Conſtance, as appears by the unqueſtionable reports of that ſtory on all 
hands; which is an evident argument, that the intent of the /afe-condut 
was to ſecure him at Conſtance, from any injury being done him by the 
Council. Andaithough the Concil might take upon them, not only to 
judge of H-reſic, but to condemn him tor it ; yet, as long as the execution of 
that ſentence belonged to the Secular Power, he had reaſon to think, that 
whatever the Council might determine, yet the Emperours Faith being ſo- 
lemnly given him, he need not fear the execution of it. For that being in 
the Emperonrs power, he was bound by his publick Faith not to give way to 


it. «To make this clear by an Inſtance ; Ir is more evident by our Laws, 


that one who hath taken orders at Rome, coming into the Nation, and be- 
ing convicted of it, is liable to death, than it was by the Laws then in force, 
that ſuch who were condemned for Hereſie, ſhould be burnt ; Suppoſe now, 
that a Prieſt be ſummoned by the Kzizg to appear before his Courts of Ju- 
ftice, with a ſafe-condudt, or promiſe given, that he ſhould come, appear, 
and return freely, without any hindrance ; Would not you, orany other 
Romiſh Prieſt, think your ſelves hardly dealt with, and that the Ks had 
broken his Faith, if he ſhould not only ſutter you to be condemned, but give 
expreſs order for your execution ; and then tell you, that the ſafe-conduct 
was tobe underſtood ſalv4 juſtitia, without any impeachment of Juſtice, 
and that it was only to protect you from all unjuſt violence ? And, Was not 
the caſe juſt the ſame here of the Emperour Sigiſmund, and John Hufſe ? Was 
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Tobn Huſſe ſorgnorant, as not to know they would condemn him for Here. 
ſie, when a Conncilat Rome had condemned him tor it already ? Or, Did 
not he know what courle was like ro be taken with perſons ſo condemned ? 
'What could he then imagine to be the intent of this /aft-cozd7, but to le- 
cure him from all violence to be done to his perſon under a pretence of exe- 
cution of Ju tice ? And for all this, was not the Emperonrs Faith violated, 
when he was not only impriſoned, but burnt, by the E:perovrs expreſs or- 
der, notwithſtanding his ſolemn promiſe that he ſhould come, appear, and 
return treely, without any hinderance ? It this be a ſafc-condre?, 1t is cnly 
ſuch a one as rhey that go to the Ga/ows have, a ſafe-condutt to exertion. 
Beſides, that this could not be ſucha ſafe-conduct, ſalw juſtitii, as you ſpeak 
of, is manifeſt from the tenour and words of It. For ſfe-conducts, being 
granted in favour of perſons, are to be taken in their largelt ſenſe, if no hi- 
INItations be expreſſed in them 5 and It 15 a Ryle among thoſe who ſhould, 
and do underſtand theſe things beſt, That a ſafe-condudt rs of the nature of a 
RY : Covenant, and the words of it import a promiſe, and there. 
© 1 1069 ugg oy | ie fore if they be general, are extended as far as the words 
tia font, extenduntay quatenus virba patiun- will bear. And that all the Dottors do unanimouſly con- 
ns Sree en ns ric cur, that a general ſife-condutt of coming to a Judge, or 
a rm ſeu rompavends in judicio, etiam liber- appearing in a Conrt of Judicature, do import a freedom 
ratem vecedends abeundiq; completti. Pet. of departure and goins thence. So that we lee, if we 
Premus de Securir. quzſt. 6. p. 33, 36. ' ; . . 
take the Emperours ſafe-condudt in the expreſs words of 
it, it imports much more than ſuch a oneas is only /a/va ju{t:tii ; becauſe 
it ran in the moſt general and comprehenſive terms, and was granted 
not by any ſubordinate Jedge, but by the Emperour himſelf, who was 
able, as well as bound, to make it good in the moſt large and extenſive ſenſe. 
But further, if this had been granted only /a/va juſt:t14, 1o that the Conn- 
cil had liberty to proceed on him as they ſaw good, What made the Fpe- 
rour take their impriſonment of him ſoill, as NVauclerws and others report 
he did, and that becauſe of the /afe-co-drt he had given him ? It ſeems the 
Emperour wantcd Becanus, and you, to have told him, That he never granted 
any ſafe-condutt, but what had the reſervation of a /alva juſtitia, and that 
{ſuch juſtice too, as his greate{t enemy muſt ſhew him : It he had known 
this, he needed not have been troubled at that which he made account 
of, in granting the /afe-conducf. Laſtly, What need the Conxcil have ta- 
ken ſuch pains to fatisfie the Experonr, by declaring in a decree, that nei- 
ther he, nor any Priace was bound by thuir /afe-condutts, to hinder HHere- 
ticks from being puniſhed, if he had not thought himſelf obliged to do it, 
by the /a/e-conduet he had given? and if he did think ſo before the decree 
of the Conxcl, then certainly there was no /a/v4 jr/titia underſtood by him 
in the /afe-condrtt he had granted. Thus we fee, how on all hands it ap- 
pears, from Hyuſſe's fears and deſires, the Emperonrs power, the nature of 
ſafe-condutts, the Emperours own ſenſe of it, and the Councils decree, that 
this firſt Anſwer hath no ground at all, viz. that the ſafe-condudt was grant- 
ed jure commurnt, and that it was only to Linder unjult violence, and not the 
cxecutian of Juſticc. 
But beſides, you lay, Job Huſſe was juſtly burnt, for two reaſons : The 
firſt is, For beins obſlinate in his Flerefie ; the ſecond, or havins fred, mrich the 
Emperonr had prohibited ih his ſafe coadutt, nuder pain of death, Tankwer, It 
1s not, Whether a man, obſtinate in Hereſre, may be burnt, which is now 
the Queſtion, although that may juſtly bcar a diſpute too ; But, Whether 
one, ſuſpected for Hereſie, and coming to a Conncil with [afe-coudut? for 
coming and returning, may be burnt without violation of Faith ; your frſt 
rcaſon then, is nothing to the purpoſe, and your ſecond as little : Firſt, Be- 
caule there is nocertain evidence atall of Hufſe's flying ; it not being ob- 
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jetted againſt him by the Experovr, whoonly upbraided him with his ob- 
ſtinacy in his Herefie, as the caule of his execucion; and withal, if ;{ zſſe 
had fle.: and had ſuttered death for that, as you ſay he ought to have done, he 
would not have ſuttered the death proper to #1-re//-, and notto lying 
nor been accounted (as by all your own Authors he is) a ſuferer oa tlie 
account of Hereſiz, But this being a groundlcls Calummy, it needs no further 
confutation. ; | 

But before we come to your ſecond Anſwer, the caſe of Hero of Prague 
muſt be diſcuſted lo tar as t is diſtin& from that of john H !ſſc; who, it 
ſcems, was trepanned by a pretended /afe-conduc? granted him by the C9 42- 
cil, and not by the Emperor, rherein, you tell us, that expreſs cla: of fal- 
va ſemper juſtitia was zzſ rted (which is another argument that the /afe-cou- 
duct of the Emveronr to Hſe was of another nature, becauſe it ran in gene- 
ral terms, without any ſuch clau{. but poor Hierom, who, it ſeems, was 
not acquainted with the arts and fubtiltics of his enemies, but thought them 
as honeſt as himleli, ventures to Cotance upon this /afe-condatt : but when 
he came thither, and beg'\n to underftand the jugglings of his enemies, he 
thought to ſhitt tor himlel? by flight, but being taken, was burnt. Sothat 
Heerom luftered through his huneſt ſimp icity and credulity, not conſider- 
ing what that /-/v juſf:t14 would mean 1n his caſe, which, as they inter- 
preted it, was ſuch another ſafe-conduct, as known Malefattors have to the 
place of 7-/tice: but to callita /afe-condutt, in the ſenſe which Ferom ap- 
prehended it 1n, 1s as proper as to lay, A- man that is to be executed ſhall 
have a Salvo for his lite. This was therefore intended, as appears by the 
event, asa meer trick to bring him within their power ; and fo all ſuch /afe- 
conducts granted with thoſe clauſes (by ſuch perſons who are to interpret 
them themſelves) are, and nothing elſe : For they are the ſole Judges what 
this Juſtice ſhall be. Neither can you ſay then, That Faith was kept with 
Hierom of Praone : for noſuch thing as a /afe-condut?, truly fo called, was 
intended him ; and when the Emperoar was ſollicited to grant him one, he 
utterly denied it, becauſe of the bad ſucceſs he had in that of Joh» Heſſe ; 
and ſome of the Courcil being then preſent with the Emperoar, oftered to 
give hima ſafe-conduct, but they very honeſtly explained themſelves, that 
It was a /afe-condut? tor coming thither, but not for going thence again. 
And ſo it prove:l. So that Faith was well g:vez to Hierom of Pragne, and 
as well kept to Toha Hyſſe. 

But, fay you, Had the Proteſtants gone to the Council of Trent, npon the 
ſafe-condnit praated them by that Council jure ſpeciali, in the ſecond manner, 
they con!d not at all have been puniſhed under any pretence of Hereſie, without 
manifeſt breach of Faih ; which all Catholioks hold to be unlawful. The lite 
may be ſaid of the ſafe-condutt offered them for going to Rome. But you 
muſt berter ſatisfie us, that you look upon this as a breach of Faith, than as 
yet vou have done. For fo many are your ambiguities, in your expreſſions of 
this nature, that men who know your arts, can hardly tell when they 
have your right meaning. For you may look on all breach of Faith as 
unlawful, and yet not look on your acting contrary to your expreſs words, 
in /afe-condutts offered to Hereticks, to be a breach of Faith, For you 
may fay, Faith is there only broken, where men are bound to keep it ; 
but you are not bound to keep it with Hereticks, and that becauſe your 
obligation to the Chnrch 1s greater than it can be to Hereticks : when there- 
fore you have Hercticks in your power, 1t 1s an eaſie matter tor you to 
ſay, that, were it in any thing elſe, but in a matter ſo nearly concerning 
the Intereſt of your Hvly Mother the Church, you could not bur oblerve it, 
but your obligation to that 15 ſogreat, as deſtroys all other which are con- 


trary toit: and the 04//g4tjon being deſtroyed, there is no breach of Faith 
| at 
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at all ; and therefore you may hold all breach of Faith unlawful, and yer 
you may proceed againlt thoſe whom you account 7 retzcs, contrary to 
all engagements whatſoever, and then fay, This is no breach of Faith. And 
the truth is, by your Dodtrines of — and mental reſervations, 
vou have made all manner of converſe in the world fo lubricous and uncer- 
tain, that he who hathto deal with you, eſpecially in matters where the in- 
tere(t of your Church 1s concerned, had need be wary, and rexzember to diftruft, 
or elſe he may repent it afterwards. If you theretore account the Proz- 
ſtants crafty Foxes, in not coming to Rome, or the Connul of Trent, it was, be- 
cauſe they would not venture too near the Lioms Dea; butit you will not 
account them m/e »2ez, for refuſing lo fair an offer, you will give us leave 
to think them ſo, till they ſee betrer reaſon to truſt your offers. And the 
Conncil of Trent did very well to tell them in their form of /afe-condre?, 
they would not do by them as the Council of Conſtance did, tor therein they 
{rew, how much the Faith of Co:rncils was funk by that, ſo that if that were 
not particularly excepted, no truſt would ever be given to them more. 
But, fuppoſing the /afe-cozdutt of the Conxcil of Trent to have been never fo 
free trom ſuſpicion, the Proreſtants had futhcient reaſons not to appear there, 
as will be manifeſted afterwards. 

We come therefore now to your ſecond Anfiwer, in vindication of tle 
Council of Conſtance, which is this, {hat by that decree the Connctl declares, 
that no Secular Power, how ſoveraion ſoever,can hinder the proceedings of the Ec- 


| eleſraſtical Tribunal in canſes of Hereſic ; for which there is great reaſon; and 


conſequently, if the Emperour, or any other Secular Prince, grants a ſafe-condudt, 
or makes promiſe of any thing to the prejudice of that Turiſdiction, it ſhall rot 
hold. 1 he reaſon is, becauſe tis a promiſe made of a thing not pertaining to the 
Furisd:Ulion of that Prince, nor wholly in his power to ſee performed. To thuisI an. 
{wer, 1. That if I underſtand any thing, this 1s expreſly to ſay, That no 
Prince # to keep Faith with Hereticks, _ that is it which you arc charged 
with; and vou made ule of this diſtinttion, to free your ſelves from. Now 
that this 1s the plain meaning of it, thus appears ; you ſay in the words im- 
mediately after ; But the Conncil xo where teaches, 1 hat Faith or ſafe-condutt 
vrven intemporal canſes proferly pertaining to the Princes Juriſdiction, 1s not to 


be kept by all, and to all perſons of what condition ſoever, ſo far as it is poſſible. 


Which is as much as to ſay, Thatin oy other caſe but that of Here/te, they 


are to keep Faith, but nor 1n that : for this of H-effe, is that which you op- 


poſe toall ſempora/ Carſes, and challenge it as belonging to an Eccleſiaſtical 


{ribunal ; when therefore the Council of Conſtance decrees, That no Secular 
Power iS obliged by any /afe-conduct, to any thing which may hinder the Ec- 
cleſisftical [ribnnals proceeding in cauſes of Hereſte, what doth it elſe but de- 
clare in expreſs terms, That #aith rs xot tobe kept with Heratichs, i, e. 1nany 
thing relating to their Hereſie; for this, you fay, they have nothing todo 
with : and therefore let Kzz25and Prixces make never ſo ſolemn promiſes 
and engagements to men ſuſpected of Hereſie, to their peril be it, who rely 
upon them, for they have nothing to do to promiſe 1n ſuch matters, and 
though their Faith be given never fo publickly and ſolemnly, they are not 
bound to keep it ; nay, they are bound not to keep it : for, if they ſhould, 
it wou'd beto the apparent miſchiet and prejudice of the Church. This ne- 
clarity tollows from your own words, and the diſtinRtion here uſed by 
you. Sothat now we need ſeek no further than your ſelf, and Becanres, for 
the open avowing of this Principle, That zo Prizce is bonnd to keep Faith with 
Hereticks; but it he doth promiſe ſafe-condrtt to them though it be more 
than he can do, yet the Church can make that good ule of it,that by that means 
ſhe may get the Herericks nnder her power;and when ſhe hath them, it is but 
then declaring this promife to be null, and ſhe may do with them as ſhe - 

pleaſes. 
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pleaſes. Neither is it only Becazus, and you, who fay this, bur it is the re- 
ceived Principle among you, whatever you ſay or pretend tothe contrary ; I 
mean not, that you ſay in expreſs terms, That Fa:th # ot to be keps with He 
reticks, bur by this diſtindtion of the Secular and Eccletiaſtical Power, as you 
uſe it, you ſay that from whence it neceilarily follows. Bur yet I anſwer 
2, Though this diltinQtion ſhould be granted, yet it cannot really excuſe 
the Eperoxr trom violating his Faith, For, Ifay, he promited nothing bur 
what was 1n his power, which was,to ſecure him as to lite and liberty. Now, 
although the Experoar had ſuffered the Eccleſiaſtical Tribunal, to do what be- 
longed to it, which was to enquire into the charge of Hereſie, and to give ſen- 
.tence upon the perſon,yet the execution belonged wholly to the Secular Pon- 
er;as the Connc!l1t lelfacknowledged, when he the ſentence of Hereſie was 
pronounced againſt F. Huſſe, there was nothing of the executive part which 
was pleaded, as belonging to the Church, but only degradation, and that was 
performed in the preſence of the Council ; upon whuch 
the Sacred Synod declares, That they had no more to do with 


Hee Sana Synod:ts Conflantienſis Fohans 
nem Hus, attento quod Eccleſia Des non ha- 


him, but to deliver him over to the Secular Power, and ac- bat uitraquod gerere valeat,judlicio ferulars 


cordingly decrees it to be done. Now when the $Syzod de- 7{(inquere, + ipſum cure ſeculari velinquens 
: dum fore decernit. Concil. Conſtant, ſeſf; 


clares this, Is it not plain, that what concerns his life, 5,5 1056; 
doth properly and only belong to the Secular Power ? if 
therefore the Emperour was bound to do all which lay in him to do, he was 
eitectually bound to ſecure lum as to lite and liberty, for both thoſe lay with- 
in his power. And therefore, when he gave order for his execution, he was 
highly guilty of the violation of his Faith ; and ifthe Councilof Conſtance de- 
clared him abſolyed as to this too, it is yet niore evident, that they not only 
decreed, That »o Faith was to be kept with Heretichs in matters concernin 
the Eccleſiaſtical Tribunal, but in ſuch as concerned the Secular Power, which 
isas muchas to ſay, Not atall. And by this the vanity of this diſtinction of 
the Secular and Eccleſiaſtical Power 1s ſufficiently manifeſt, and that it evi- 
dently appears, that the Conzci/ of Conſtance did decree, That zo Faith was 
to be kept with Hereticks, And thus I have proved, that his Lordſhip hath 
not, as you calumniate him, iezorantly or malicioufly wronged the Council, but 
that no other tolerable ſenſe, beſides that which his Lordſhip ſaith, can be 
made of the decree then paſſed ; and notwithſtanding your arts and diſtin- 
tions, nothing can be more plain, than that JFohx Huſſe was trepanned into 
his ruine by the Faith of the Emperonr given to him. Ir can be therefore 
nothing bur either palpable ignorance, or a deceit as grols as truſting your 
ſafe-conduct in a matter of Hereſfie, for you ſo confidently to afſert, That 
if the Relator had not maneled the words of the Council ( to deceive his Reader ) 
but ſet down the decree fairly and fully as it is, the buſineſs had been ſo clear, thet 
it would ſcarce have any diſpute. Whereas his Lordſhip only ſets down the 
title of the decree, and ſo he tells you himſelf, and this he doth as fairh- 
fully as may be, and whereas nothing can more evidence the juglings of 
the Conncil, than the Decree it {elf doth, in which nothing 1s more plain 
than thar, In caſe of Hereſte, no Prince is bound to keep Faith with any per- 
{ons whatſoever. 

From the Council of Conſtance, we proceed toother Authors, to ſee, whe- 
ther they do not concur with it in this Opinion. For this, his Lordſhip cites 
Simanchaa Spaniſh Biſhop, and a Canonift as well as C:vt- 


d. 6, 


Fil:s Heret irs data [rrvanda non eſt, (rift 


liay, who exprelly faith, That Faith is not to be kept with goo, amsgviraticgn ceteris publics pe 
FHeretich S, As neither with T: yr aut s, Prrates, or ather pubs dov#5u5, Sumancha Ioftit, Cachol. tit. 46. 


lect. $1. 


ck Robbers ; and plainly jultifies the proceedings of the 7 377) irons quitam gravifme 
Conncil of Conſtance 1n that reſpect, in that Hererichs by Concilis ConTtantienits pudirio, legaitima 


bas : lemme as | 308 ublich ecnrr- Hanmi concvemats ſunt, quamuls promiſſa 
err ſolemn judgement were burnt, although publick ſecurt ils ſecuri:s fuiſſit.laſhir! tit.g6. ſet. $2: 


t3 had been gtven thym. Let us now lec, what anfwer 
you 
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totheſe clear Citations. In general you ſay, The Biſhop was in- 
ſtacere O07 unaduviſed in quoting this Author. 1 wonder wherein q I am {ire, 
not ſo much as you arein your Anſwers to him. For, you lay Simaxcha 
holas not this abſolutely and univerſally, but only in caſes, wherein that which is 
promiſed cannot be lawfully performed. Hence, ſay you, Simancha hath theſe 
words, Veruntamen (ut Marius Salomonius ait) promiſla contra Chriftum 
fides, ſi prxſtcrur, perfidia eſt, If Faith be giver againſt Chriſt, that #, to tha 
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diſhonour of God, or contrary to the precepts of true Religion, it were perfidj- 


o1fnefs to obſerve 1t. 


But the Anſwer to this is ealie : tor it appears from 


S1manchi's own grounds,that he luppoſeth it holds univerſally,becauſe Faith 
can never be given tO Hereticks, ſo as that promiſe can be lawtully perform- 
ed,becaule thereby he ſuppoſeth it given againſt Chr, and ro the d:ſhonour 
of God, and therefore concludes, it would be perfidiouſnels to obſerve 


It. 


Si Tyrannis, Piratu, & teteru predonibis 
fides ſervanda non eſt, qui corp:ts orcidunt 3 
longe minus heretic pertinacibyus, q'2 0501- 
azunt animas. 1d. 1b. 

Quamobrem fides ill1s data, ttiam juramento 
firmata, contra publicum bonum, contra [4- 
lutem animaram, contra jura divina & hu- 
mana, nullo modo ſervauda. Ib. 


And this is evident from S7»-azcha's own grounds, which he gives for 


it. For, ſaith he, if Faith be not to bekept with 1 yants, Pi- 
rates, and other Robbers, which kill the boly; much leſs 
with Hereticks who deſtroy ſouls : which reaſon being abſo- 
lute and Univerſal, his Propolition mult be lo too. And 
very conſonantly ro his former aſſertions concludes, 
That if Faith be given them with an Oath, againſt the 
publick good, againſt the ſalvation of ſouls, againſt divixe 
and humane Laws, it is not to be kept; and 1t 1s well 


known that all Hereſs-s are accounted ſo by you, and theretore in no caſe 


Faith ts to be kept with Hereticks, 


Neither can this poſſibly be underſtood 


meerly of private perſons; for his words are general, and we ſee he vin- 
dicates the proceedings of the Council at Conſtance upon thele —_ he 


Scribit etiam Salomonius 8n d.l.2. exatt.de 
orig.juris, & refert Petrus Placa |. 1. epir. 
deli&. c. 37, in fn. 1ta obſervatum fuiſſe 
contra heveticos vocatos in Concilio Conjlan- 
tenſt (ab ſilvo-condatti, qui tamen contra 
datam fidem necati futrunt. Non ergo ſaluo- 
conduttui fidere debuit.D.Scipio. Menochi- 
us, 11b. 1. Conc1l. 10c. B. 19r. 

L-od vers [cribit Placad, c.z7. m fin. be- 
retices datam fidem ſervandam non tſſe,intel- 
ligo cum data fides oft ad detrimentum fides 
Catholic. 1d. Concil. 1006. n. 219, 

Ita enim loquitur Conradus Brunus intra. 
de haret.c.14. 1.3. cm ſoribit, Non licer 
paciſcs cum hereticu, at (ibere poſſint in 
aamnata eorum ſeftd vitere. N. 220. 

Naod ſi obiiciatur, Concilium Conſtantienſe 
x1 0&ſervaſſe ſalves-conductos conceſſos ab 
Imperatoribus &* Regibus ;, facile erit re- 
ſpondere, Non licuiſſe itts Imperatoribus & 
Regibus, concedeve tutos reddere hi vtticos 3 
t:.%; quia Inſerior non poteſt ſaluum-conu- 
Clam concedere damnato a majort, tum etiam 
1444 Imperatorim &* Regum et heretirns 8x+ 
faguart,non autem ſecuros C* tutos reddere; 
quemadmotum ahunde tradit Conrad. Rri- 
ns, I. 3. de heret, Co 1G. Refie a Conti- 
lio faiti-ronduius ills annullati funuwits 


ne 227, 223. 


in aulliag the ſafe-condutts aranted to Hereticks. 


quotes Marius Salomoniue and Placa, who hikewile aflert 
in terms, That Faith given to Hereticks 15 not to be kept, 
and makes uſe of the Inſtance of the Conncil of Con- 
ftance to prove it. And Menochizes, whom Simanths 
likewiſe cites, who was an 1talian Canoniſt, and there- 
fore might well know the practices of Roe in theſe 
caſes, ſaith, 7hat Placa expreſly holds, That Faith is 
not to be kept with Hereticks, which, he ſaith, he under- 


ftands fo, when Faith is given to the injury of the Catho- 


lick Faith : and cites Conradins Brunustothis purpoſe, 
That it is aot lawful to make ſuch agreements with Here- 
ticks, that they may enjoy the liberty of their own ſeft. 
If therefore they muſt interpret, how tar the Faith gi- 
ven tends to the prejudice of the Catholick Faith, we 
ſee, how little ſecurity can be had from any ſolemn 
promile. And ?{enochizes himielt aſſerts the ſafe-condutt 
granted by Princes, incaſe of Hereſte, to be unlawful, be- 
cauſe the inferiour (as he ſuppoſes Princes to be to the 
Ecelefiaſtical 'l ribunal ) cannot ſecure them who are com 
demned by the Supertonr, and becauſe Nyn2s and Empe- 
rours oneht rather to d:ſtroy Hereticks, thwn to ſecure 
them. And therefore the Connul of Conltance did well 
And what now 1s this, but 


inplain terms to aſlert, 'That Taith 1s not to be kept with Hererricts 5 Net- 
cher can you ſay, as ſome do, That they are the Caz9n:/ts, and not the Church 
of Rome, which allert this : for, befides that the Canonifts underſtand well 
enough the intrigues and proceedings of the Court of Rome, 2!:hough it 
leems they do nor conccal them fo much as they ſhould do, yet they are 


not only thele who have aſſerted it, but ſome great men of your Church 
; | have, 
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have, upon occaſion, expreſly ſaid it ; for we are not to expe.t that tliis 
{ſhould be avowed as a publick Opinion of your C/u7, tor that were to 
make 1t unſerviceable to you ; but when you have thoſs whom you call Hc- 
reticks at an advantage, then 1srhe time to diſcover this. So there wanted 
not ſome to perſwade Charles rhe Fifth, notwithitanding the /afc-:0a4541 gi- 
ven to Luther at his coming to Worms, to deal by him as the Co:2:il of Con- 
france had done by John Hiſſe, and that upon this very account, That no 
Faith was to be kept with Hererrcks : But the Emperonr, and the Princes 
about him, were perſons of too great honour and honelty to hearken to 
ſach perfidious Counſels. And no meaner a perſon than Carina! Hoſes, 


admoniſhes Henry King of Poland, that he ought not to Sunqucy partchi aft ts caufane ad 66 qui 


keep the Faith he had grven to the Proteſtants, and grves Pr imifiitt preftanda temerts quia furamentun 
this reaſon for it, That an Oath ought not to be the bond of 1#n 4to:t efſe vinculum iniquitatis. Hofis 
Cardinal. Epiſt. 193, 2:2, 22c. 


iniqngty. And the Jeſuit Poſſevrz is reported to have 
given the ſame counſel afterwards to Stephez Kz22 of Poland, But theſe 


—_— are, as much as poſſible, kept from our view, and the Books contain-. 


ng fuch DoCtrines in them, are like the Go/dex Legends bought up by them- 
ſelves to prevent our diſcovery of their frauds and 1mpoſture ; and there- 
fore if we cannot inſtance in thole Jeſurts, who have exprelly taught this 
Opinion in print, yet that only argues the greater fraud and ſubtilty ofthem, 
who will own and praiſe ſuch things, which they dare nor publickly 
avow to the world. And yer it appears from the way uſed by Becaws, and 
02, in vindication of your ſelves, that you cannot poſſibly avoid the affert- 
ing ſuch things from whence it neceſlarily follows, [hat Faith is not to be kept 
with Hereticks. But becauſe the Dodrine it ſelf is grown a matter ſo odious 
tothe world, being contrary to all principles of humanity and juſtice, and 
which, if practiſed by all thoſe who call each other Herericks, would over- 
throw all civil ſocieties ; therefore you dare not but in terms diſown it, 
though it ſtill remains among thoſe 4rcana Societars, thoſe hidden works of 
darkneſs, which want only a tair opportunity to diſcover themſelves. But 
as much as you wipe your mouth, though it be foul enough in ſaying, That 
neither the Brſbop, nor all his gang, are able to name one of them of that 
Opinion, to make it appear, how much you haveabuſed your {elf in theſe 
words ; I ſhall make a ſhort buſineſs of it, and name your ſelf for oze, and 
Becam your Author for axother, and refer the Reader to what goes before, 
foran evidence that you own thoſe Principles from whence it unavoidably 
follows, That no Faith is tobe kept with Herericks. | 
But, Are the Jeſuits indeed grown ſuch honeſt men, that not one of their 


6. 7; 


J]. w 7 ine? A 
number can be named, who afſert this Doctrine * Scilicet has artes nuper gens gnara nocends 


happy change ! For ſure they were not alwaies {0 ; if * x5;tio invexit, Gallia, nara rue. 
we believe that excellent perſon of as great integrity as H:pri« ſuſeis gens emiſſaria ab ori 
Fucum affetata que grivitate tegit, 


learning, and a Romanilſt too, Jac. Auguſtirs Thuanns 10 Neta Magifirarum concellere, nate Min 
S ubſtyahere obſequinm, Preſulibaſq; ſuum : 


his Elegy in Parricid.zs, wherewith he concludes his fa- 


#/tris 


Geryone qu.e dum placeat, faveatg, trifaugi, 


cred Poems ; in which he ſpeaks great and fad trurhs of &,me 7 reliquos 201 facit afſis heros. 


thar honeſt Society ; where he mentions thoſe Cruel- Et ceo facinus dignum putat, omnia ſez 
ties and Aſſaſin1tions, which were brought into thefe Ove depot HED —— upp 
"I ; lie Ga 
parts of the world by the Arts and Opinions of a famous *Z:uws, lrgun ſolvere fare, =—" 
Society, which makes nothing of Laws, Faith, Honeſty, jr vilgs —_— axiiner; Hofog; necande; 
"5 | - RE, Ko . | 19 Trrenaa Reges prodztrone docet : 
Religion, to advance thit Intcreſt which it hath eſpou Servandamg; fide negar, areutiſy; cauili 


ſed; and expreſly faith, That they deny Faith to be 
kept, that by their diſtinctions and ſubrilties, they ener- 


Delorquet magni juſſa ſevera Der. 
Nos patimur ſegees, letiq; ſedemns ad iran. 
FE! pitt xs pſa religione perit, 


vate' the force of divine commands, they deny obedi- protixes t14ucie violantur patre Quiritun 

ence to authority, deſtroy Religion under a pretcnce of 499% & Maris ncius whe vexit. 

Bjefty h 5 | , GAMMA ] [ : ] nk ie Nos juvat antzquo vitam prodicere rity, 
tety, break engagements, teach the MUNENEVINT woes jurat in priſca pmplicitate more. 


Kjnos ; and what not ? And yet all this while, nor 090 
Un of 


Jac, Ang.Thuan.Eleg, in Parricidas- 


_ Of keeping Faith with Hereticks. Part II. 
of ail this Society ever taught, That Taith was not ro be kept with Here- 
ticks. Hut whence came then the great diſputes, Whether an Oath of Al. 
[cgiince might be taken to Hererical Princes f Was It not trom hence that 
1 3:ſie was {ſippoſed to diſſolve that obligation to obedience, which other- 
wilt inen lay under ? And it 1t doth deſtroy that Faith which men owe to 
their Soveraigns, in caſe of H:re{e ; Wall it not equally deſtroy that Faith 
which Prizces promiſe to their ſubjects in cale of Hee too ? For what 
reaſon can be given forthe one, which will not hold tor the other alto. 
And who wee they, I pray, but thoſe loyal 1 erfons the */r/uts, who 
broacked, fomented, and propagated that Doctrine ? Was not Father Creſ- 

well a Teſt, who under the name of Andre Philopa- 

unueſr Thrologoram Schola tenet, & eft 20, delivers this excellent Doctrine, [hat the whote 

ory = 4 * I-? <5. ons School of Divines teach, and it is a thino certain, and o 

manifeſts deflexerit, & altos avocare volue- Faith, that ay Chriſtian Prince, if he man! q ftly tells off 

ak wr g 5-09 — 14, 1-9 woaatyy from the Religion of the Catholick Roman Church, and ex. 

que & ante ſententiam Lontificts & Judicis deawvanrs £9 ara others from t, doth by Lav of God and 

contra jpjam prolatam 3, © ſu»dztos quaſ*ut" 7,11 fall from all power and authority ; and that tr fore the 
que liberos eſſe ab on; quramenti obligatione, , * © to - Pope and Tadre debivered aoainkt bums « 

quod de obedientia preſtitiſſent, poſſeque & Sentence of t19: 1 ope an J6 oc ACTIVETE againſt ens , and 

debere hujaſmods hominem tanquam Apoſt2- that all his ſubje(ts are free from the obl:22t10% of any Oath 

- Ce Hee hg = to him, of obedtence and lozalty, and that they may and ought 

edi. Regin, Angl. p- 149. 0. 157: to caſt [ch a one out of his power, as an Apoſtate and a Here- 

tick, leſt he infett others, I might mention many more, 

who write after the ſame nature, but I ſpare you, only this. one may lerve 

inſtead of many ; ſor he delivers it not only as his own judgement, but the 

conſent of the School, and as a thing moſt certain, as bcing of Faith : And 

will you {till ſay, That no Jeſuits own ſuch principles, as, hat Faith is nut 

to be kept with Hereticks ? For if Hereſie doth thus deitroy all obligation to 

obedience in ſubjeAs to Heretical Princes, Will it not much more 1n Prices 

toward heretical ſubje&s ? becauſe certainly Prixces have a greater power 

and right to command over ſubjects, than /#bj«s over them, cven in your 

own caſe of Hereſie. Since this therefore 1s the avowed Dottrine of the 

Teſuitical School, perſwade whom you canto believe, that you look on an ob- 

ligation to Faith remaining in a caſe of Hereſte ? Certainly none who un- 

derſtand your principles and practices, will have much caule to rely on 

your Faith in this particular. So muchar preſent of the Jeſurrs Integrity, 

P.1;5, AStO this principle of keeping Faith with Hereticks, What you add further 
about the Conn! of Conſtance, and Tohn Hi ſſe, and Hierom of Prague, is only 
ſerving up the yy ſame matter in ſomewhat different words ; for there 1s 
nothing contained in them but what hath been ſufficiently diſproved alrea- 
dy : foritall depends on the nature of the /afe-condutt, and the difference 
of the Secular and Ecche ſtrſtical Power. 

d. 8. His Lordſhip very pertinently asks, ſuppoſizze men might 20 ſafely to Rome, 
To what purpoſe is it to go to a General Connul thither, aud uſe freedom of 
ſpeech, ſince the Church of Rome ts reſolved to alter yothia2 ; and you very 
pertinently anſwer, That they were invited thither to be better inſtructed, and 

P.157) reclaimed from their errours. But, Will no place ſerve to reclaim them but 

| Rome ? Canthey not be as well inſtructed elſewhere, and by other means, 
thanby being ſummoned toa Gezer:/ Cormeid ? We had thought the inten- 
tion of Gezcral Councils had been to have had free debates concerning the 
matters which divide the Ch4rch. But, it ſeems the Proreftants muſt have 
been ſummoned as guilty perſons, z. e. Herericks, and their Adve;ſarics muſt 
have fate as their proper Judzes, and ſuch who were acculſcd as the great 
Innovators, muſt have believed themſelves 7faltible, and by your own lay- 
ing, If an Angel from Heaven had come s a Proteſtant thither, he would not 
have been believed ; nay, it had been well he had eſcaped lo, if your power 
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were as great over ſpirits, as over our groſler bodies. So I ſuppoſe John Huſſe, 
and Huerom of Prague were invited to C onſtance tO he better mnitrutted - and 
it is well we know by their example what you mean by your ood inſtructi- 
035, and out of a defire to avoid them, care not how little we appear where 
our :Adverſaries not only intend to be Judzes, but reſolve beforehand to con- 
demn us whatſoever we ſay : For ſo you tell us, That Rome, and the Father: 
of Trent were reſolved to ſtick to their own Dottrine ( which they call Catho- 
lick) notwithſtanding any pretended difficulties or objeftions brought azainſt it, 
either by Biſhops, or any other perſon. Your kind invitations then of the Pro- 
teſtants, were wonderful expretſions of your Charches civility towards them; 
that they might be preſent to hear themſelves condemned, and then eſcape 
how they could themſelves. 

The offer of a publick Diſputation, his- Lordſhip truly tells you, [ionifies 
nothing without an indifferent arbitration, aud the wpoſſibility of agreeing on 
that, renders the other uſeleſs ; and only becomes ſuch Thraſonical perſons as 


 Campian was, who yet had as little reaſon as any man to boaſt of his At- 


chievements in his diſputations. When you therefore ſay, is Lordſhip 
would have ſome Atheiſt, [ urk or Jew, to fit as indifferent perſons ; you ſhew 
only your Scurrility, and want of A For his Lordſhip only 
inſiſts on the neceſſity of thar, to ſhew the uſeleſneſs of publick Diſputat1- 
ons, where ſuch cannot be agreed on, as in this caſe. And he truly faith, 
This is agood Anſwer to all ſuch offers ; that the Rzngs and Church of England 
had no reaſon to admit of a publick Diſpute with the Engliſh Romiſh Clergy, till 
they ſhall be able to ſhew it under the Seal or Powers of Rome, that that Church 
will ſubmit to a Third, who may be an indifferent Fudge between us and them ; or 
to ſuch a General Council as is after mentioned (not ſuch a oneas yeu would 
have, wherein the Pope /hould fit as Head of the Church, for that is tomake 
the greateſt Criminal, Judge in his own cauſe.) 4d zhis, faith he, z a 
honeſt, and, I think, a full Anſwer. And without this, all Diſputation muſt end 
in Clamour ; and therefore the more publick, the worſe. Becauſe, as the Cla- 
mour ts the greater, ſo perhaps will be the Schiſm too, 
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CHAP. IV. 
The Reformation of the Church of Exz/azd juſtified. 


7 he Church of Rome guilty of Schiſm, by unjuſtly caſting Proteflants out of 
Communion. The Communion of the Catholick and particular Churches dt- 
ftinguiſhed. No ſeparation of Proteſtants from the Catholick Church. The 
Devotions of the Church of England and Rome compared, Particular Char- 
ches Power to reform themſelves in caſe of general Corruption, proved. The 
Inſtance from the Charch of Judah vindicated, The Church of Rome paral- 
lePd with the ten Tribes. General Corruptions make Reformation the more 
aeceſſary. Whether thoſe things we condemn as errours, were Catholick Tentts 
at the time of the Reformation. The contrary ſhewed, and the difference of 
the Chaurchof Rome before and ſince the Reformation. When things may be 
ſaid to be received as Catholick Doitrines. How far particular Churches 
Power to reform themſelves extends. His Loraſhips Inſtances for the Power 
of Provincial Councils in matters of Reformation vindicated. The particu 
lar cafe of the Church of England diſcuſſed. The proceedings im our Refor- 
mation defended. The Church of England a irue Church. The National 
Synod 1562. a lawful Synod. The Biſhops no intruders in Queen Elizabeth's 
time. Thejuſtice and moderation of the Church of England in her Reforma. 
tion. The Popes Power here, « forcible fraudulent uſurpation. 


Aving thus far examined your Doctrine, of keeping Faith with Zere- 

H ticks, we now return to the main buſineſs concerning Schiſm. And 
his Lordſhip faying, That there 7s difference between departure out of the 
Church, and canſeleſs thruſting from you ; and therefore denying that it is in 
your power to thruſt us ont of the Church ; You anſwer by a Conceſſion, That 
we were thruſt out fromthe Church of Rome, butthat it wt; not without cauſe : 
Which, that you might not ſeem to fay gratis, you pretend to aflign the 
cauſes of our expulſion, So that by your own confeſſion the preſent di- 
viſion or ſeparation lyes at the Church of Rome's door, if it be not made 
evident that there were moſt juſt and ſufficient reaſons for her caſting the 
Proteſtants out of her communion. It therefore the Church of Rome -did 
thruſt the Proteſtants from her communion, tor doing nothing but what 
became them as members of the Cazholick Church, then that mult be the 
Schiſmatical party, and not the Proteſtants. For, ſuppoſing any Church 
(though pretending to be never ſo Catholick ) doth reſtrain her commu: 
nion within ſuch narrow and unjuſt bounds, that ſhe declares ſuch excom- 
municate, who do not approve all ſuch errours in dodrine, and corrupti- 
ons in praQtice, which the Communion of ſuch a Church may be liable 
to, the cauſe of that diviſion which tollows, falls upon that church which 
exaQs thoſe conditions trom the members of her Communion : That is, 
when the errours and corruptions are ſuch as are dangerous to ſalvation. 
For in this caſe, that Church hath firſt divided her ſelf from the Cartolick 
Church; tor, the Communion of that lying open and free to all, upon the 
neceſſary conditions of Chriſtian Communion, whatever Church takes up- 
on her to limit and incloſe the bounds of the Catholick, becomes thereby 
divided from the Communion of the Cathotrck Church : and all ſich who 
difown ſuch an unjult 7c/9/7 7c, clo not fo much divide from the Commu- 
nion of that Church lo incloling, as return to the Communion of the Pri- 
mitive and Univerſal Church. The Catholick Church therefore lyes open 
and free, like a Common-Þ:rld to all Inhabitants; now if any particular 
number of theſe Inhabitants ſhould agree together, to encloſe part of it, 
without 
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Common, without conſenting to it, which of theſe two parries, thole who 
deny to yield their conſent; or ſuch) who deny their rights if they will not, 
are guilty of the violation of the publick and common rights of the place ? 
Now this is plainly the caſe between the Church of Rozz-, and Ours? the 
Communion of the Catho/:ck Church lyes open to all ſuch who own the En- 
damentals of Chriſt:an Faith,and are willing tojoyn in the proteiſion of them : 
Now to theſe your Charch adds many particular Dottrines, which have no 
foundation in Scripture, Or the conſent of the Primitive Church - theſe, and 
many ſuperltitious practices, are enjoyned by her, as conditions of her Com- 
munion, fo that all thoſe are debarred any right of Communion with her, 
who will not approve of them ; by which it appears, your Church is guilty 
of the firſt violation of the Unoz of the Catholick; and whatever number of 
men are deprived of your Communion, for not conſenting to your uſurpati- 
ons, do not divide themſelves from you, any further than you have firſt ſe- 
parared your ſelves from the Catholick Church, And when your Church by 
thisaQ 15already ſeparated from the Communion of the Catholick Church, 
the diſowning of thoſe things wherein your Ch:rch is become Schiſpratical, 
cannot certainly be any culpable ſeparation. For, whatever is ſo, muſt be 
from a Church lo far as It 15 Catholick ;, but in our cale it is from a Church fo 
far only as it 15 not Catholzick, z. e. 1o far as it hath divided her ſelf from the 
Belief and Communion of the Uziverſal Church. 

But herein a great miſtake is committed by you, when you meaſure the 
Communion of the Catholick Church, by the judgement of all, or moſt of the 
particular Churches of ſuch an Age, which ſuppoſes that the Church ofſome 
one particular Age, mult of neceſſity be preſerved from all errours and cor- 
ruptions, which there 15 no reaſon or neceſſity atall to aflert ; and that isall 
the ground you have for ſaying, That the ſeparation of Proteſtants was not 
only from the Church of Rome, but (zs Calvin cofeſſeth) 3 toto mundo, fr0: 
the whole Chriſtian world, and ſuch a ſeparation neceſſarily involves ſeparation 
from the true Catholtck Church. Now to this, we anſwer two things. x. That 
we have not ſeparated from the whole Chritian Worldin any thing wherein 
the whole Chri/{:a, World 1s agreed ; but ro diſagree from the particular 
Churches of the Chriſtian World 1n ſuch things wherein thoſe Churches differ 
among themſelves, 1s not to ſeparate from the Chriſtian World, but to dila- 
coree in ſome things from ſuch particular Churches. AsT hope you will not 
lay, That man 1s divided from all mankind, who doth in ſome feature or 
other difter from any one particular man ; but, although he doth fo, he doth 
not differ from any 1n thoſe things, which are common to all; for that were 
to difter from all ; but when he only differs from one in the colour of his 
eyes, from another in his complexion, another in the airof his countenance, 
and ſo in other things ; this man, though he ſhould difter from every par- 
ticular man in the world in ſomething or other, yet isa man ſtill as well as 
any, becauſe he agrees with them 1n that in which they all agree, which is, 
Humane nature, and difters only in thoſe things wherein they differ from 
each other. And therefore trom the diſagreement of the Proteftanrs from 
any one particular Church, it by no means follows, that they ſeparated from 
the whole Chriſtian World, and therefore from the true Catholick Church. 


2. The Communion of the Catholick Church is not tobe mcaſured by the par- _ 


ticular opinions and practices of all, or any particular Churches, but by ſuch 
things which are the proper Foundations of the Catholick Church. For 
there can be no ſeparation from the true Carholick Church, but in ſuch 
things wherin 1t is Carholict ; now it 1s not Catholick in any thing, bur 
what properly relates to its Bcing and Conſtitution. For whatever elſe 


there 1s, however univerſal it may be, is extrinſecal to the nature and no- 
tion 


without conſent of the reſt, and not to adinit any others to their right of 


— — -—— - my 


C. 2; 


F. I59. 


” —_— 
Drm—_—— 
Wn coy 


1he Reformation of the 


. — 


Parr [. 


' F 
. 


tion of the Catholick Church, and therefore ſuppoſing a ſeparatien from the 
Church,in what is ſo extrinſecal and accidental it is no proper {cparation trom 
the Catholick Church, Asfor inſtance ; ſuppoſing all men were agreed, thr 
ſome particular hab: ſhould be worn all over the world, will you fay, 1hat 
any number of men who found this habit extremely inconvenient for them, 
and theretore {hould diule tt, did on that account ſeparate trom humane 
nature, and ceaſcd to be men by it 7 Such 1s the caſe of any particular Chr 
ches laying aſide ſome cuſtomes or ceremonies, which in ſome one age of 
the Church, or more; the greatelt part of Chr:/tian Churches were agreed in 
the practice of; tor, although this general practice ſhould make men more 
diligent in enquiry, and careful in what they did ; yet if fuch a Church h- 
ving power to govern it ſelf, fee reaſontoalter it, it doth nor ſeparate from 
the © ommunion of the Catholzek Church therein, and therefore doth not ceaſe 
to be a Chrrch, For there 15 no culpable ſeparation from the Church Carho- 
{ic, but what relates to it properly as Catholick ; now that doth not relate 
to it as Catholick,which it may be Catholick without. Now certainly you can- 
not have ſo little reaſon as to aſſert, that the Church cannot be Carhplich with. 
out ſuch extrinſecal and accidental agreements. And from hencg it follows, 
That no Church can be charged with a ſeparation from the true Catholich 
Church, but what may be proved to — it ſe]fin ſome thing neceſſary to 
the Being of the Catholick Church; and fo long as it doth not feparate as ro theſe 
eſſentials, it cannot ceaſe to be a true member of the Catho!rck Church. It you 
would theretore ds chat the Church of Exzland, upon the Retormation, is 
ſeparated from the true Catholrck Church ; you mult nor think it cnough to 
ſay, *( which as weakly as commonly is ſaid ) That no ene particular Church 
can be named, which in all things agreed with it ; tor that only proves, that 
ſhediffered from parttcular Churches in ſuch things wherein t 1ey differed 
from each other, but that ſhe is divided from all Chriſtian Churches in ſuch 
things wherein they are all agreed, and which are cfſential to the Bezy2 of 
the Catholick Church ; when you have proved this, you may expeCt a fur- 
ther Anſwer. : 

This then canbe no cauſe why your Church ſFould expel the Prot ftants 
out of her Communion, bur it ſhews us ſufficient cauſe to believe that 


your Church had ſeparated her ſelf from the Communion of the Carholick. 


For which we muſt further conſider, that alchough nothing ſeparates a 
Charch properly from the Catholick, but what is contrary to the Beiz7 of 
it ; yet a Church may ſeparate her ſelf from the Communion of the Cathe- 
lick, by taking upon her to make ſuch things the neceſſary conditions of 
her Communion, which never were the conditions of Communion with 
the Catho/ick Church. As for Inſtance, Though we ſhould grant, Adoration 
of the Euchariſt, Invocation of Saints, and Veneration of Images to be onl 

ſuperſtitious practices taken up without ſufficient grounds in the Church, 
yet ſince it appears, that the Communion of the Carholick Church was free 
tor many hundred years, without approving or uling theſe things ; that 
Church which ſhall not only publickly «fe, but exjoy» ſuch things upon pain 
of excommunication from the Church, doth, as much as in her Iyes, draw 


"the bounds of Carholick Communion within her felt, and fo divides her ſelf 


trom the rue Catholick Church. For, whatever coxfixes, muſt likewiſe 4- 
wide the Church ; for by that continement a ſeparation is made between 
the part contined, and the other, which ſeparation muſt be made by the 
party ſo limiting Chri/tra» Communion. As it was in the caſe of the Do- 
atiſts, who were therefore juſtly charged with Sch:/>;, becauſe they con- 
hned the Carholick Church within their own bounds : And if any other 
Church doth the fac e which they did, it muſt be liable to the ſame charge 
which they were. The ſumm * fo of this diſcourſe is, That the Being of 
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the Catholick Church lyes in Eſſentials, that ior a parficulat Church to dil 
agree from all other particular Chyrches in ſome extrinſecal and accidental 
things, is not to ſeparate from the Cath?lick Church, fo as to ceaſe to be a 
Church ; but ſtill, whatever Charch makes ſuch extrinſecal tl:ngs the necel[- 
fary conditions of Communion, ſo as ro caſt men our of the Church, who 
yield not to them, 15 $:h1/-.2r1c4/1n fo doing ; tor it thereby divides it ſelf 
from the Catho/rck Church : and the ſeparation from it, is fo far from being 
Schiſr, that being calt out of that Crch on thole terms only, returns them 
ro the Communion of the C:2h9/;c% Church, On which grounds it will ap- 

ear, that vours 15 the Sch1/924tical Church, and not ours. For, although be- 
tore this impoling humour came into particular Chrch-s, Schiſm was defi- 
ned by the Fathers, and others, to be a voluntary departure out of the Church, 
yet that cannot in reaſon be underſtood of any particular, but the true Ca- 
rholick Charch ; tor not only perſons, but Churches may depart from the Ca- 
tholick Church ; and infuch caſes, not thoſe who depart trom the Commu- 
nion of ſuch Chnrch-s, but thoſe Churches which departed trom the C atholick, 
are guilty of the Sch:ſ-7. = 

Theſe things I thought neceſſary to be further explained, not only to 
ſnew, how falſe that impuration 1s, of our Chrches departing from the true 
Catholick Church, but with what great reaſon we charge your Church with 
departing from the Communion of it ; and therefore not thoſe whom you 
thruſt our of Commumion, but your Church fo thruſting them out, is appa- 
rently guilty of the prelent Schiſ-. 

But ſtill you ſay, Tour Church had ſufficient cauſe for the expulſion of Prote- 
feants out of her Commnuion ; and for this you barely repeat your former af. 
ſertions, and offer not at the proof of one of them ; as though you intended 
to carry your cauſe, by the frequent repeatizz your Declaration. But, Sir, it 
i5 the proof of what you ſay, that we expe from you, and not the bare 
telling us, That Proteſtants are Schiſmaticks, becauſe they are Schiſmaticks. 
When you will be at leiſure to prove that the Proteſtants were guilty of He- 
retical Doitrine, or Schiſmatical proceedings ; that they raiſed a new, ſeparate, 
and mutinous fattion of pretended Chriſtians diſtin from the one Catholick body 
of the Church ; by chuſing new Paſtors, inſtitutins new rites and ceremonies nat 
in their power to do, by Schiſmatical convening in ſeveral Synods, and there 
broaching new heretical Confeſſions of Faith ; when ſay, You ſhall think good 
to prove all, or any one of theſe, you ſhall receive f4 fullan Anſweras will 
make it evident, that the Prote/taxts did not depart from the Catholick Chur- 
ches DoQtrine and Communion ; but that the Church of Rome is departed 
thence, firſt, by impoſing erroneous Dottrines, and ſuperſtitious praQices, 
as conditions of Communion, and then by thruſting out all ſuch as would 
Rot conſent to them. 

His Lordſhip diſputing the terms on which a Separation in the Church 
may be lawful, ſaith, 7 hat corruption in manners only, is no ſufficient cauſe 
ro make a ſeparation in the Church. Ana, laith he, This is as ingennouſly con- 
feſſed for you, as by me. For tf corruption in manners were a juſt cauſe of 


attual ſeparation of one Church from another, in that Catholick body of Chriſt, 


the Church of Rome hath given as great cauſe as any, ſince ( 45 Stapleton ® 


grants) there is ſcarce any fin that can be thought on by man ( Hereſte only 
excepted) with which that See hath not been fouly ſtain:d, eſpecially fron 
etoht hundred years after Chriſf, And he need not except Hereſie, into which 
Biel grants it poſſible, th: Biſhops of the See may fall. And Stella and Al- 
main grant it freely, that ſome of them did fall, and ſo ceaſed to be Heads of 
the Church, and left Chriſt ( God be thanked) at that time of his Ficars de- 
fection, to look to his Cure himſelf. But you tell us, The diſcovery of ſome 
few motes, darkens mot the brightneſs of the Sunſhine ; I wonder what you 
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account Beams, if the Sins of your On and others be but tes with you ? 

V'e grant, that the Ss himſelfhath his Macrlz, but they are ſuch is do not 

Fclnſe his Light; wetind the Macule inyour Church, but we are to ſeck for 

the bright Sunſhine. Or, Doth it lye 7» the ſervice of your Religtous Votaries ? 

For that is the great part of the eonſpicuous Piety of your Church, which 

you inſtance in. Bur, Is this indeed the 6r2/t Sunſhine of your Church, that 

thereare /o many thonſind of both Sexes (you do well to joyn them toge. 

ther ) who rye themſelves by perpetual vows, never to be diſſolved by their own 

ſeeking (and therefore doubtlels pleaſing to God, whether they are able to 

keep them or no) «xd theſe pray (if they underitand what they fay ) and 

ſing Divine Hymns day aad night ( which makes the Sunſhine the brighter) 

which you ſay is a trange and nzheard of thins among Proteſtants. What, 

that men and women (though not in Cloyſters } pray and ſins Hymns to 

God ? no ſurely. For as the Devotion of our C/hzches is more grave and 

folemn, fo it 1s likewiſe more pious and intelligible. Tor pray and ſing, 

but how ? Let Eraſ-xes ſpeak, who underſtood your praying and ſinging 

Er.;/*. In well. Cantinncularum, clamorum, murmurum ac botaborum nb1que plus ſatis 

m_—y_” eſt, fi quid iſta deat Superos, Do youthink thoſe Prayersand Hymns 

are pleaſing to Goa, which lye more 1n the throat than the heart ? And 

{uch who have been wiſe and devout men among your ſelves have been 

the leaſt admirers of your mimical, uncouth, and ſuperſtitious devotions; 

but have rather condemned them as vain, ludicrous things ; and won- 

ls cnedee bac dcen me dered (as Eraſmus laid ) what they thought of Chriſt, 

libus fed certd nimium prolizis precibug, WHRO 1magined he could be pleaſed with them. ( Quid 

hiſq; preſeriptis, aliquoties inzptus ac ridi= [entinnt obſecro de Chriſto qui putant eum ejuſmodi can- 

——___ gr detects ramp tiunculis delettari ?) Arethele then the glorious parts 

cats ſecum ingemiſcunt : qui populs malis of your Devotions, your Prayers and Flymans # But they 

aluntar. ©. quorum tereſt Chriſts erigim, pray and ſing Divine Hymns day aud night : It this be 
quem ille ſun ſarguine libtrym reddit, ES I 1 

gum maxims ſercum eſſe & obroxium, ades ThE Only cxcellency of your Devotion, How muciare 

non 1eclamant #t-modrs omnibus exaggerent. you out-done by the ancient P/ſalliani and Euchite, that 

rs ear _— —_— nt all their rime in prayer, and yet were accounted 

Ita dum nems ſucenrrit, res peulatim eo Hereticks for their Pals : Still you pray and ſing, but 

—_ - (og 1ibiljam pudrat. 14.10 to whom ? to Saixts axd Anzels often, to the Vir- 

gin Mary with great Devotion, and moſt ſoleran in- 

yocations.; but to God himſelf, = ſparingly in compariſon. If this 

then be the marm Sunſhine of your Devotions, we had rather uſe ſuch, 

wherein we may be ſure of Gods bleffize; which we cannot be in ſuch 

Prayers and Hymns which attribute thoſe honours to his creatures, which 

belong wholly ro himſelf, But you nor only ſing and pray, but can be ve- 

Iy idle too; and the number of thoſe men mult be called Religious Or- 

ders, and the Garment of the Church is ſaid by you to be imbroidered by the, 

wariety of them ;, and for.this, Pſalm 44. 10. 1s very luckily quoted. And 

are thoſe indeed the ornaments of your Church, which were become: ſuck 

ſinks of wickedneſs, that thoſe of your Church, who had any modeſty. left 

were aſhamed of them, and call'd loud tor a Reformation ? Thole were 

indeed ſuch Gardeas wherein it were more worth looking for »ſef#l or odo» 

giferous flowers (as you exprels it) than for Diogenes to find out an honeſt 

man inhis croud of Citizens. Therefore not todiſpute with you the firſt 

Inſtitutions of Moz:/tick life, nor how commendable the nature of it is, 

nor the conveniencics of it, where there are no indiſpenſable vows; the 

main things we blame in them, are, the reſtraints of mens liberties, what« 

ever circumſtances they are in, the great degeneracy of them in all re- 

ſpeQts from their Primitive I»/#i#ntoas, the great ſnares which the con- 

ictences of ſuch as are engagec in them, are almoſt continually expoſcd- 

to, rhe unuſefulneſs of them in their multitudes to the Chriſtian world, the! 
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general unſerviceableneſs of the perſons who live in them, the great de- 
baucherics which they are ſubje& to, and often over-run with ; and if theſs 
then be the greateſt 0r-aments of your Churches Garments, it is an eafie 
matter to eſpy the ors which ſhe hath upon her. What you add con- 
cernine the good lives of Papiſts and bad of Proteſtants, if taken univerſally, 
is as unjuſt as uncharitable ; it indetinitely, it ſhews only that not the par- 
ticular livesot men on either ſide, but the tendency of the Do&rize, to Pro- 
mote or hinder the ſanctity of them, is here to be regarded. And to that 
you ſpeak afterwards, but in a moſt falſe and virulent manner, when you 
lay, 1 hat though ſins be committed among you, they are not defended or juſtified 
as good works ; whereas, among Proteſtants, Darkneſs it ſelf is called Light, 
and the greateſt of all ſins, viz. Fereſie, Schiſm, Sacrileage, Rebellion, &C. to- 
gether with all the bad ſpawn they leave behind them, are cryed up for perfet? 
Virtue, Zeal, good Reformation, and what wot ? 1 doubt not but you would 
be ready to defend and juſtifie this open Raz/eryof yours, and call it a good 
work, notwithſtanding what you ſaid before. If we had a mind to follow 
you in ſuch things, How eafte a matter were it to rip upall the frauds, in: 
poſtures, villanirs of all forts and kinds which have been committed by thoſe 
who have fate in your I-f:{ble Chair, and charge them all on your Church, 
with much more juſtice than you do the miſcarriages of any under the 
name of Proteſtants? For the Proteſtant Churches diſown ſuch perſons, and 
condemn thoſe practices with the greateſt indignation; whereas you ex- 
cuſe, palliate, and plead for the lives of the Popes, as much as you dare, and 
not out-face the Su at Noor, which hath laid open their YVillavies, Where 
do the Principles of Proteſtaxts incourage or plead for Hereſie, Schiſns, S4- 
criledge, Rebellion, &c. much leſs cry them up as Heroical ations ? Doth 
not the Church of England diſown and diſclaim ſuch things to the utter- 
moſt ? Have not her /«ferings made it appear, how great a hater ſhe is 
of Hereſies, Schiſms, Sacriledge, and Rebellion? Did ſhe ever cry up thoſe for 
Martyrs, who died in Gun-powder treaſons ? Did ſhe ever teach it lawful to 
diſobey Heretical Princes, and to take away their lives? Yet theſe things 
have been done by you, and the doers of them not condemned, but rather 
fomented and incouraged, as zealous promoters of the Holy See, and moſt 
devout Sons of the Church of Rome, Ceale therefore to charge the guilt 
of perlons diſowned by the Church of Exgland upon her ; when you are un- 
vidien to hear of the faults of thoſe perſons among your ſelves, whom 
you dare not diſown, I mean your Popes and Jeſuzts. 

Leaving therefore rheſe unbecoming Raileries of yours, and that which 
occaſioneth them, w/z. corruption of manners ; we come to conſider that, 
which is more pertinent to our purpoſe, w7z. errors in DofFrine ; which his 
Lordſhip truly aſſigned as the ground of the Reformation, and not only 
that there were dottrinal errors in your Church, but that ſome of the errors 
of the Roman Church were dangerous to ſalvation. For it is not every light 
error in diſputable Dofrine and points of curious ſpeculation, that can be 4 
Juſt canſe Wl ſeparation, in that admirable body of Chriſt, which is his Church, 
or of one member of it from another, But, that there are errors in Do- 
ftrine, and ſome of them ſuch as moſt manifeſtly endanger ſalvation in the 
Church of Rome, is evident to them that will not ſhut their eyes. The proof 
( his Lordſhip faith ) runs through the particular points, and ſo is too long for 
this diſcourſe. Now to this you manfully anſwer, That i» vain do they at- 
Ferpt tO reform the Church of what (he C471 never be guilty. Which, if it de- 
pends on your Churches Infallibility (which is largely diſproved already ) 
mult needs fall tothe ground with it. Andait is an excellent Anſwer when 
a Church is charged afhually with erring, to ſay, She doth not err, becauſe 


ſhe cannot ; Which is all that you give us here, But if you prove it no 
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better than you have done, the Heretical and Schiſmatical ob/tinacy is like to 
bc found in that Church which in her errors challenges Infa4rb:lity. 

The Queſtion now comes to this, Mherher, errors bermo ſuppoſed in the 
Dodtrine, and corruptions in the Communion of a Church, when the General 
Church would aot reform, it w.s not lawful for particular Churches to reform 
themſelves ? To this his Lordſhip an{wers affirmatively, in theſe words, 
Is it then ſuch a ſlrange thing, that a particular Church way reform it ſelf, if 
the zeneral will not ? I had thought, and do fo flill, thit inpoint of Reformation 
of erther Mazners or Doftrine, it us lawful for the Church, ſizce Chriſt, to dp 
cs the Church before Chriſt did, and might do. 1he Church before Chriſt con- 
ſifted of Jews and Profclytes ; 1 his Church came to have a ſeparation, upon a 
moſt unzoaly Policy of Jeroboams, {o that it never pieced together again, To 
a Common Council to reform all, they would not come. Was it not lawful for 
Fudah to reforms her (elf, when Iirael would not Joyn ? ure zt Wits, Or «ſe 
the Prophet deceives me, that ſays expreſly, 'l hough Iſrael traxſereſs, yet let not 
Judah ſin. And V. Hicrom expourds it of this very particular a of Fereſie 
ans Error in Religion. Atter which he proves, hat Iſrael, anring this 
Separation, was a true Church, which we ſhall infilt on, when we have con- 
ſidered what Anſwer you return to his Lordſhips Argument ; which lyes 
in theſe twothings ; Firſt, 7 hat Judah 4:4 wot reform her ſelf. Secondly, 
7 hat Judah is not the Proteſtant party, as his Lordſhip ſuppoſeth it 10 be. Tirlt, 
You ſay, Judah aid not reform her ſelf. For Judah bei the orthodox Church, 
united with her Head the Hieh Prieſt, and not tainted with any Do(lrindl er- 
rours, What need was there of her Reformation ? And ſo the meaning of that 
place, Though 1racl tranſgreſs, yet tet not Judah fin, 5 rather againſt, than for 
hims, becauſe the ſcuſe s rather, Let not Judah fall zuto Schiſm, though Iſrael 
does, than, lit Judah reform her ſelf. But if it appears that Judah had cor- 
ruptions crept into her, as well as 1/-ae/ had, though not ſo great, and 
univerſal, then it follows, that by theſe words Judah had power to retorm 
her ſelf. And the antecedent 1s clear to any one who takes the pains to 
read the Scripture, and compare the places in it, more than it ſeems you 
do. For, Doth not this very Prophet check Judah as well as 1/rae! for 
tranſoreſſins Gods Covenant ? Doth he not ſay, 7 hat God had a Controver- 
fre with Judah, and would puniſh Jacob according to his ways ? And for all 
this, Was there no need of Reformation in the Church of Judah ? Indecd 
in one place it is ſaid, {hat Judah ralcth with God, and i faithful with his 
$:nts ; but then that is to be underltood of Judith, when ſhe had reform- 
ed her {elf in the days of Hezekiah : tor furcly youll not ſay, That Ju- 
dah did not ſtand in need of Reformation, - when Hez«{14h began his 
Reign; for it is ſaid of him, 7hat heremoved the high places, and brake the 
Imaoes, and cut down the groves. And were not theſe, things which want- 
cd Reformation, think you ? It we conlider the times of thoſe three 
K inos before Hezel1ah, in which Hoſea prophetied ; we ſhall ſee, what necd 
there was of Retormation among them, and thoſe were Uz2zah, Jotham, 
and 4haz.; of the time of Uz24h called Azariah, in the Book of Kjnzs it 
is faid, '/ hat the high places wore not removed, but the people ſacrificed and 
burnt Incenſe [till oa the hi2h places ; the ſame 1s athirmed of the time of Jo- 
tham in the ſame Chapter ; ſo that though theſe Prixces were good them- 
ſclvcs, yet there were many corrnprions [till among the people. But of 4h:& 
it is faid expreſly, 7 ht he walked in the way of the Kings of Wrael ; and he 
ſacrificed aud burnt Incenſe in the high places, and on the hills, aud under eve 
ry ereen tree, Chule now which of thele three you pleaſe (for it is molt 
improbable thoſe words, conlidcring the long time of FHoſes's Prophecy, 
{hauld be ſpoken in the time of Hezekzah the lait of the four Kz225 he pro- 
pheſied under ) And will you tell us again, ' hat the Church of Judah xeeded 
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mo Reformation ? But you offer at a reaſon for It, Becauſe [he w.15 united with 
her Head the High-Prieft at Hieruſalem. So then, belike as long as Judah 
and the High-Pricſt were united, ſhe could be guilty of no Douctrinal Er- 
rors: No, not although ſhe ſhould pronounce Chr:/t a blaſphemer, and 
condemn him to be crucifhed as a maletactor ; for then certainly Tudah 
and the Hizh-Prieſt were united. But, Iknow you will ſay, You ſpate this 
of the time before the Meſſias was come. And was it then true, that x los 
as Judah ws anited with her Head, the High: Prieſt, there was no need of Re- 
formation ? What think you then of the time of A4haz, when Vzzz4h the 
Prieſt built an Altar at the command of Ahaz, according to the pattern of the 
Altar of Damaſcus, contrary to Gods expreſs Law : yet, according to you, 
as long as Judah was united with her Head, the High-Priejt, there was nothing 
which needed Reformation. And, although it be plainly affirmed, rhar 
Tudah kept not the commanas of the Lord their God, but walked in the ſtatutes 
of Trael which they had made; yet you, who, it ſeems, knew F«da/s Inno- 
cency better than God, or the Prophets did, ſay very magiſterially, That as 
long as ſhe was united with her Head the H72h-Prieff, What need, I pray, 
was there of her Reformation ? And this being the caſe of Judah, Imay 
eaſily grant you, 7hat Judah # not the Proteſtaxt party, but that of the 
Roman Church, 1. e. while Judah was under her corruptions ; and yet, you 
ſar, {be needed no Reformation, ſhe is the fitteſt parallel you could think 
ot for your Chrch ; but we pretend to no parallel] between Judah and 
the Proteſtant party, in not needins a Reformation, but in her power to re- 
form her ſelf Which we fay ſtill, that ſhe had, rhough Iſrael world not 
joyn with her, by virtue of theſe words of the Propher, Though Iirael tranſ- 
greſe, yet let zot Judah iz : thereby manifeſting, that though the greateſt 
part was degenerated in the 7 1 ribes, yet Tudah might prevent the ſame 
in her ſelf, by reforming thoſe abuſes which were crept among them ; 
And therefore the ſenſe of thoſe words, Let zo: Judah ſi, muſt in this 
caſe imply a power to reform her ſelf. It therefore we ſpeak of Fudah de- 
generated, We grant the parallel lyes wholly between Judah and the Church 
of Rome ; for, although there were great corruptions 1n Judah, and as great 
in your Chrvrch, yet with the ſame reaſon you ſay, That zeither needed 


Reformation : But if we ſpeak of Judah reforming her ſelf under Hezekiah, 


then we ſay , The parallel lyes between Judh and the Proteſtant party; 
whatever you ſay to the contrary. But you ſhrewdly ask, If you be 
Judah, Who, 1 pray, are the revolted ten Tribes ? Who are of Jeroboams 
Cabal ? Even they who ſet up the Calves at Dan and Bethel: Such who 
worſhip 1»-12cs inſtead of the true God; though they intend them on- 
ly as Symbo!s of the Divine Preſence ; tor no more did Feroboam and the 1/* 
raelites intend by their Calves, and there is no pretence which you ule to 
juſtifie your ſelves from 1dolatry, but will excuſe Feroboam, and the ze 
Tribes from it. If the Proteſtant party then be Judah ; it 1s eafie finding 
out the revolted tex Tribes, and Jeroboams Cabal, the Court of Rome an- 
{wering to this, as the Church of Rowe doth to the other. But we cannot 
be Judah, becanſe we left the Catholick Jeruſalem, that i5s Rome the City of 
Peace : By whom, I pray, was Rome Chriſtened the Catholick Jeruſalem ? 
For if we conſider the worſhip there uſed, and the politick ends of it, it 
much more looks like Sa--ri7, or Dan, and Bethel, If Rowe be our Ca- 
tholick Teruſilem, ſhew us, When God made choice of that, for the pecu- 
liar place of his 1or/þip? Where we are commanded to relort thither for 
Divine Worſhip ? When God placed his Vamethere, as he did of o'd in Jer- 
{ſalem?When you have ſhewed usthele things, we may think the worſe of our 
ſelves for leaving Rome, but not before. And, let the world judge, Whether 
it be more likely one ſhould meet with the -— of Goldex Calves at Rome, 
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or among the Proteſtants ? It 1s you who have tound out ew Sacrifices, mew 
C bjetts of Worſhip, new Rites and Ceremontes 11 1t, mew Altars, and conle- 
quently ew Pric/ts too ; and yet for all this, you muſt be orthodox Judah, 
which needed no Reformation? And who, I pray, do in point of obedience 
moſt reſemble the tex Tribes ? Have not you ſet upa ſpiritual Jeroboam, as 
a new Head of the Church, in oppoſition to the Soz of David ? And that 
you may advance the Intereſt of this ſpiritual Head, you raile his authority 
tar above that of Kjzgs, and Temporal Princes, whom you ought tobe ſub- 
ject to; declaring it in his power to excommunicate, depoſe, and abſolye 
{ubjetts from ence tothem. And therefore 1s not the parallel between 
the zen [ribes, and the Church of Rowe, very pat, and much to the PUr- 
poſe? But when you would {cem to return this upon us by a falſe and fcur- 
rilous parallel between Jeroboam,, and that excellent Prince Lueen Eliza- 
beth inthe Reformation of the Church of Exgland, you only betray the bad- 
neſs of your cauſe, which makes detraQtions fo neceſſary to maintain it 
For as her zitle to the Crown was undoubted, 1o her proceedings in the Re- 
formation were ſuchas are warranted by the Law of God, and the Nation ; 
and her carriage in her reign towards Jeſuits and Prieſts, no other than 
what the apparent nzceſlity of her own and her Kinadoms preſervation 
put her upon. But if ſhe muſt be accounted like Jeroboam, tor baniſhing 
_ and Jeſuits often convicted of treaſonable prattices, upon pain of 
death if they were found in Exg/and ; What mult we think of the Carholick 
Jeruſalem the City of Peace, that ſweet and gentle Mother the Church of Rome, 
that hath carried her ſelf ſo peaceably towards thoſe who have diſſented 
from her ? Witneſs the blood of ſo many hundred thouſands which ſhe hath 
imbrued her hands in, meerly for oppoſing her dottrines and ſuperſtitions; 
witneſs that excellent School of Humanity the Inquiſition, and the eaſie Leſ- 
ſons ſhe teaches thoſe who come under her diſcipline there ; witneſs the pro- 
ceedings in Eneland in the days of Queew Mary ; and then let any judge it the 
parallel muſt be carried by cruelty towards diſſenters, which of their two 
Reigns came the neareſt that of Jerobvamm, The only true words then that 
you ſay, are, but enough of this parallel ; and morethan enough too of ſuch 
impudent flanders _ the memory of that famous Queen: But your 
Church would have been more unlike the zex Tribes, if there had not been 
a lying Prophet there. 

Youdiſpute very manfully againſt his Lordſhip, for aſſerting, That If 
racl renain'd a Church after the ſeparation between Fadah and the tea Tribes ; 
and yet, after you have ſpent many words about it, you yield all that he 
aſſerts ; when you ſay, 7hat 7m 4 general ſenſe they were called the people of 
God, as they were Abrahams ſeed, according to the fliſh, by reaſon of the pro- 
miſe made to Abraham, 1 will be a God to thee, and to thy ſecd after thee. 
And what 1s there more than this, that his Lordſhip contends ſor ? for he 
never dreamt that the #2 Tribes were Abrahnz's ſeed according to the Spi- 
rit ; but only lays, { hat there W.1 ſalvation OY thofe thouſan's that had 
not bowed their kaees to Baal, which cannot be 14 the ordinary way where 
there is no Church. And if, as you lay, Abrah.ims feed 0z2ly accorarng to 
the Spirit, 1. e. the faithful make 7h trne Church ;, then it follows, Vhere 
there were ſo many faithful, there muſt needs be a 7rue Church. And thus 
tor any thing you have ſaid to the contrary, his Lordſhips argument from 
the caſe of J-41h holds for every particular Ch7:/5s power to retorm it 
felt, when the Gearra! will not reto1m. 

His Lordſhip further argues, 7hat zo reform whit x amiſe im Dottrine 
or Manners, is as lawful for a cpa Church, as it t& to puvl:fh and pro- 
mulzate any thing that i Catholick in eithr., And your LEN [Logs Quo JUu- 


dice ? lies alike againſt both. And vet, I think, fanh he, It ay be proved, 
: J 
that 
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that the Church of Rome, and that as a particular C hurch, did promnlaate an 

orthodox truth, which was not then Catholickly admitted in the Church + 

#amely, the proceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt from the Son. If ſhe erred in this fact, 

ronfeſs her error ; if (he erred not, Why may not another particular Church do 

us ſhe did? From whence he inters, That if a particular Church may pibliſh 

any thing that is Catholick, where the whole Chard zs ſilent ; it may reform any 

thing that is not Catholick, where the whole Church is negligent, or will not. 

Now to this you anſwer, 1. That this proceſſion from = Son, was a truth 

always acknowledged in the Church; but what concerns that, and the time -16 

of this Article being inſerted into the Creed, have been ſo amply diſcuſſed Be 

already, that I ſhall not cloy the reader with any repetition, having full 

conſidered whatever you here ſay concerning the Article it {elf, or its ar 

dition to the Creed. 2. You anſwer, That the conſequence will not hold, P:- 163 

' that if a particular Church may in ſome caſe promulzate an orthodox truth, 

not as yet Catholickly received by the Church , then a particular Church my 

repeal, or reverſe any thing that the whole Church hath already Catholickly aid 

definitively recerved ? Surely no. Tet this (lay you) ts his Loraſhips, and the 
Proteſtants caſe. You do well to mention an egregious fallacy preſently af. 

ter theſe words; for ſurely this is ſo. For doth his Lordſhip parallel the 
romulostina {omething Catholick, and repealing lomething Catholick toge- 

ther? Surely no. But the promulgeating lomething true, but not Carho- 

lickly received with the reforming ſomething not Catholick. Either there- 

fore you had a mind to abuſe his Lordihips words, or to deceive the reader 

by begging the thing in Queſtion, v4z. that all thoſe which we call for a Refor- 

mation of, were things Catholickly and defiauitively received by the whole Church : 

which you know we utterly deny. But you go on, and ſay, That -thexce 

it follows not, that a particular Church way reforns any thing that is not Ca- 

tholick, where the whole Church is negligent, or will not, becanſe this would 

ſuppoſe error, or ſomething uncatholick, to be taught or admitted by the whole 

Church. To put this caſe a little more plainly by the former Inſtance ; 

Suppoſe then that the Worſhip of God under the ſymbols of the Calves at 

Daz and Bethel, had been received generally as the viſible worſhip of the 

Tribes of Tudah, and Benjamin, as well as thereft ; Doth not this Anſwer 

of yours make it impoſlible that ever they ſhould return to the true Wor- 

ſhip of God? For this were to call in queſtion the truth of Gods Promiſe 

to his Church; and to ſuppoſe ſomething not Catholick to be received by the 

whole Church. And lo the greater the corruptions are, the more impoſbleit 

is tocure them; and in caſe they ſpread generally, no attempts of Refor- 

mation can be lawful : which is a more falſe and paradoxical Doctrine than 

either of thoſe which you call ſo. And the truth is, ſuch pretences as thele 

are, are fit only for a Church that hateth to be reformed ; for if ſomething 

not good in it ſelf, ſhould happen in any one age to overſpread the viſibl« 
Communion of all particular Churches, this only makes a Reformation the 

more neceſſary ; ſo far is it from making it rhe more diſputable. Tor 
thereby thoſe corruptions grow more: dangerous, and every particular 

Church is bound the more to regard its own ſecurity in a time of general 
Infetion. And if any other Churches neglect themſelves, What reaſon is 

it that the reſt ſhould ? For, any or all other particular Churches negledt- 

ing their duty, is no morean argument, that no particular Church ſhould 

reform it ſelf, than that if all other men in a Towy neglet preſerving 
themſelves from the Plague, then I am bound to neglect it too. But 

you anſwer, 3. That all this doth not juſlifie the Proteſtants proceedings, 

becauſe they promnulzed only new and unheard of Dottrines, direttly contrary 

ta mhat the Catholick Church univerſally held and taught before them for C2- 

tholick Truths. This is the great thipg in Queſtion ; but I ſee, vou love 
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| beſtthe lazy trade of begging things, which are impoſſible to be rational- 


ly proved. 

Bur yet you would ſeem here to do ſomething towards it in the ſubſe. 
quent words ; For about the year of our Lord 1517. when their pretended 
Reformations began, was not the real preſence of our Saviours body and tood 
in the Euchariſt, by 4 true ſubſtantial chanze of Bred and Wine, generally held 
by the whole Church ? Was not the real Sacrifice of the Maſs then generally be. 
lieved ? Was not Veneration of Holy Imazes, [uvocation of. Darpts, Purgatory, 
Prayins for the dead, that they might be eaſed of their pains, and recerve the 
fill rem:ſſion of their ſins generally uſed and prattiſed by all Chriſtians ? IWas 
not Free will, Merit of good works, and Fuſtification by Charity, or inherent 
Grace, and not by Faith only, univerſally tanght and believed in all Churches of 
Chriſtendom? Tea even among thoſe who in fome few other points diſſeatcd 
from the Pope, and the Latin Church? To what purpoſe then doth the Biſhop 


. rae, that a particular Church may publiſh any thing that is Catholick ? 'I his 


aoth not juſtifie at all his Reformation ; be ſhould prove that it may not only a1, 


but take away ſomthing that is Catholick from the Doftrine of the Church : for 
this the pretended Reformers dia, as well in England as elſewhere. His Lord(]j Pp 


never pretends, much leſs diſputes, that any particular Church hath a power 


to take away any thing that is truly Carholick ; but the ground why he 
ſuppoſeth, ſuch things as thoſe mentioned by you, might be taken away, is, 
becauſe they are not Catholick ; the Queſtion then is between us, Whether 
they were- Catholick Doctrines or not : this you attempt to prove by this 
medinm, Becauſe they were generally held by the whole Church at the time of the 
Reformation. To which I anſwer, 1. It this be a certain meaſure to judge 
by, what was Catholick and what not ; then what doth not appear to have 
been Catholick in this ſenſe, it was in our Churches power to rejeR, and ſo 
it was lawful] to retorm our ſelves as toall ſuch things which were not at 
the time of the Reformation received by the whole Church. And what 
think you now of the Popes Supremacy, your Churches Irfall:bility, the ze- 
ceſſity of Cerltbate in the Clergy, Communion in one kind, Praycr 1m an unknown 
zonguc, Indulgences, &c. Will you ſay, That thoſe were generally received 
by the Churchat the time of the Reformation ? It you could have ſaid fo, 
no doubt you w ould not have omitted ſuch neceſſary points, and ſome of 
which gave the firſt occaſion to the Reformation. If then theſe were not 
Catholickly received, a particular Church might without .Sh:/z rejeRt them, 
and fo the Church of Exz/azd is ſufficiently vindicated from .$:h:ſ3z by your 
lelf, as to theſe points here mentioned ; which you willingly omitted, be- 
caule you could not but know how far they were ſrom being univerſally 
reccived 1n all Chrrchcs in Chriſteadom ? 
2. As tothole things which you inſiſt on, you g1Vc no ſufficient evidence 
at all, that they were received by the whole Church as Cathol:ich Doftrines. 
tor, ſo far it is from appearing, that theſe were held as Catholick Do- 
{11175 by all Churches in the Chriſtian world ( for then you do moſt unrca- 
lonably condemn the Greek, and Abwize Church's, &c. tor H refie or 
Sh'ſm, if they owned all Catholick Doctrincs ; and they nilut do ſo, it they 
agrecd with your Church 1n all theſe things which are the only Dofrines 
you mention as Catholic, in oppolition to ſuch whom you condemn for 
H. reſir or Schiſm ; and if the agreement of all Ch:hes be the mealiire of 
what 1s Catholich, then thoſe Dottrines cannot be fo, which thoſe great 
Churches difter from you in, by your own argument) but, { far is it, I 
lay, from appcaring, that theſe were held fo by all Chrrchrs in Chriſter 
ao, that you cannot prove they were fo held in the chr of Roms her 
ſelf, before the Reformation. The Church of Roe I take here in the largett 
tenſe, as1t takes inall ſuch who were the viſible members of her Commu- 
nion. 
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nion. Now, I hope you will not ſay, that ſuch Do#7r:zes arc received as 


Catholick Doctrizes, wiuch are imbraced only by a party in 10x Church, 
another party oppoſing it, both which {till remain members of your 
Communion ; tor whatever 15 received as a Catholick Doctrine ( according 
to you) 1s lo received, that thoſe who deny or doubt of it, do thereby be- 
come no members of the vilible Communion of that Ch»rch : which is by 
the Churches {o declaring her ſelf in thole points, that ſhe admits none to 
her Communion, but upon the acknowledgement of them. Now, V1ll 
vou ſay, This was the caſe of your Chr, as to theſe Dottrines at the be- 
inning of the Reformation? Were 1 ranſubſtantiation, real Sacrifice of the 
Maſs, Vemnration of Images, Invocation of Saints, Puraatory, &c. 1o defined 
then by your Ch:rch to be Articles of Faith, that whoever did not afſent to 
them, was declared excommunicate, and caſt out of your Ch»ch? It not, 
it is 1mpo{tible, upon your own grounds, to prove, that theſe were univer- 
fally held and believed as C.:59lck Doctries of your Church. Ido not lay, 
As truly Cathalick Doctrizes 1n themfelves ; for, whatever your Church de- 
fines concerning them, they are not more or lels ſo in themſelves for your 
Church.s detinition 3 but, Ifay, you cannot aflert that theſe were held by 
your Church to be Catholick Doftrines, till they were defined to be ſuch. 
For, according to your principles , that which difterenceth a Catholick 
Doctrine from a particular Opinion , 1s the Churches Defiaition; before 
then the Church had paſſed a definition in rheſe points, they could not be 
held as Catholick Dofrines. To make this ſomewhat clearer, becauſe ir 
is neceſſary for undeceiving thoſe who are told, as you tell us here, That 
at the Reformation we rejected ſuch things which were univerſally own- 
cd for Cathol:ck Dofrines, which is ſo far from being true, that it is im- 
poſTible they ſhould be owned for ſuch by the Church of Rowe upon your 
own principles. For, I pray, tell us, Are there not ſeveral forts of Opini- 
ons among you at this day, none of which are pretended to be Catholick 
Doctrines ? and this you conſtantly tell us, when we objeftto you your 
diſſentions about them. As tor Inſtance, the Popes perſonal Infallibility, 
the Superiority of Pope over General Conncls, the Immaculate Conception of 
the 1/:ſſed Virein, the Diſputes about Predeſtinstion, &c. when we tell 
you of your dittcrences in theſe points, you anſwer, That theſe hinder not 
the Unity of the Church, becauſe theſe are only in matters of Opinion; and 
that it is not de fide, that men ſhould hold either way. When we demand 
the reaſon of this diference concerning thele things, your Anſwer is, That 
th: Church hath defiz:d ſome things to be believed, and nut others ; that what 
the Church hath dr fiaed, is to be looked on as Catholick Dottrine, and the de- 
mers of it are enilty of Hereſie ; but where the Church hath not defined, thoſe 
are not Catholick Doctrines, but only at beſt but pious Opinions, and men may 
be 200d Catholicks, and vet differ aboxt them. 1 pray, tell me, Is this your 
Jotrine, or, is it not? If nor, there may be Heretzcks within your Church, 
as well as without : if it be your Doctrine, apply it to the matters in hand. 
Were theſe things defined by the Chrrchat the beginning of the Reforma- 
tioa ? If they were, produce thoſe Definitions tor all thoſe things which 
vou fay were owned as Catholick Dorines then: that we may lee, that at 
lealt in the judgement of your Church they were accounted ſo. Tell us, 
when and where thoſe Dottrines were defined before the Conncrl of Trent ? 
and, I hope you will not ſay, rhat was before the beginning of the Refor- 
mio, If then there were no ſuch definitions concerning them, they could 
not by your Churchbe accounted as Catholick Dottrines z; ar the molt, they 
could be but only piozzs Opinions, As that of the Popes Infallibility among 
you is, and conlequently men might be Catholicks ſtill, though they difpu- 
ted or denicd them. And how then come the Proze/tazts to be accounted 
y Here ticks 
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F-reticks in their Reformation, if upon your own principles, thoſe things 
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which they denied were then no Catho/rck Dottrines : Though you 
ſhoul:l therefore prove more than you have done, That theſe points of 
Doctriz: were gen-rally receivedat the time of the Refo-;22tion, yet that 
ty no means Proves that they were Carholick Dottrines, unlcis you make it 
: :1poRble that meer Opzzions ſhould be generally received in your Church, 
Yor, it any thing may be generally received in the nature of an O10, 
vou cannot prove from the bare general reception, that it was a Catholret 
Dottrins ; nnlels vou would attempt to prove it by the notion under which 
It was received, Whether as an Opinion, or a Catholickh Doctrine. 

But then you mult remember to prove theſc things, 1. That all thoſe 
who did receive it, received it under that z07zoz ; as for inſtance, In any 
one of thoſe Articles by you mentioned, ' r2nſubſtantiation, Invocation of 
Sets, &c. you mult tir{t prove, That all who were in your Churches 
Communion d 'd believe thoſe things; which tt is impoſlibte for you to do, 
unleſs you could prove, that none could be of your Chnrch, unleſs they be- 
licved them; which isagain impoſſible to be done, unleſs your Church had 
{9 defined thole things, that they cealed tobe members of it who did not 
believe them, Thus, weſce, your firlt task is rendred impoſſible, wiz. to 
know, Whether all in your Church held theſe Doctrines or no; but, ſup- 
poſe you knew this, it talls ſhort of your purpoſe, unleſs you can prove, 
that all thoſe who held theſe things, did not hold them as bare Opinions, 
but as Catholick Dodrines ; and this 1s _ as impoſſible as the former ; 
four, How can you tell, whether they judged theſe things to be ſo, unleſs 


you knew what their Rute was whereby they judged of Catholick Do- 


trines ? If you knew their Rule, How can you tell, \Whether they made a 
right T/: of it or no? or, Whether they made any Uleat all of it ? or, Whe- 
ther they did not take up ſuch Opinions by prejudice, education, the 
judgement of others, and ſeveral other ways, without examining of what 
nature or importance the things were. It you think you havea certain Rule 
ro judge of Catholick Doftrines by, you mult prove that they had the ſame 
Rule, and looked upon it as ſuch too: otherwiſe they might not uſe it for 
thoſe ends, nor be governed at all by ir, When you will theretore prove 
any Do<trines to be Catholict, by being generally received, you mult re- 
member what brave impoÞbilities you have undertaken. But, ſuppoſe 
you could maſter this too, and prove, that men generally received theſe 
as Cr1hl-ck Dottrints ; ver, betore you can prove, that theſe are Carholick 
Do#irimes from thence, you have a further rask yet upon you, which is, to 
prove it impoſſible that theſe men ſhould be ovz in their judgement con- 
cerning the nature of an Opinion, and that they couid not look on any 
thing as a Catholick Doilrine, but what was really ſo. For, if they may 
be miitaken in their judgement, weare as far to ſeck as ever, for know- 
ing what are Catholick Dodrines, and what not. You mult therefore prove 
che jadgement of all theſe purlons 72falrble concerning what are Catholick 
Dotrines, and what not : And by that time, the Pope will return you little 
thanks for your pains, 1n making everv member of vour Church as infal- 
[ble as himſelf. If it be then fo 1impollible to prove, that theſe were re- 
ceived as Catholick Dettrines, either from any definition of your Church, or 
from the general reception of them among the meinbers of it, you ſee, 
what little reafon you had to ſay, hat the Proteſt.uts at the beginning of 
the Reformation , did take away ſomethin that was Catholich from the Do- 
drizr of the Church. Which is notoriouſly falle and inconſittent with your 
own principles. It we {hould therctore grant, that 1 razſab{lantiztion, Pur. 
gatory, &C. were gencrally owned in your Church at the time of the Reformation, 
the utmolt you can prore, 1s, only that they were owned as particular 
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Deitrines by particular men, but not that they were owned as the Carho- 
lick Doftrines of your Church. And therefore we deny not, but that party 
and faction in your Church which owned and contended for theſe, had got 
the upper-hand of the other, before the time of the Reformation, {o that. 
thole who doubted of, or denied them, durſt not appear 19 publickly as 
their adverſaries did ; but they were but a party, and a {ado [till, and 
there were many outward members of your Church, who groancd under the 
abuſes and tyrannies of the prevailing factioz,, and calld loud for a Refor- 
44tion. As appeared not only by the open teſtimonies of ſome againſt 
{uch Doctrines; the ſad complaint of others for want of Reformation ; 
but by the general tenſe of the neceſſity of it, at the time when it was ſet 
upon, the great applantie it met with among all perſons who allowed them- 
{elves liberty to enquire into things, the general conſent of tlie miin o-, 
dics of thoſe who ler about reforming themſelves in the main Articles of 


Chriſtian Doctrin', and u#:310u8 oppoſition to thoſe erroneous Opinions + 


which you call Cath9/:ck Doctrines. So that theſe were not at the time of 
the Reformation, ſo much as the owned Catholick Dottrines of the Roman 
Church ; but the Opinions of a prevailing Fadtioz 1nit ; and therefore the 
diſowning them, 1s no rejecting any thing Catholick, but rejecting the opi- 
nions and practices of a tyrannical and uſurping Faction. There mult be 
then a great deal of diiterence put between the State and Dotrine of 
the Chirch of Rozae, betore the beginning of the Reformation, and ſince, 
eſpecially ſince the Co:ncil of Trent, For then theſe Doi#rizes were own- 
ed by a Fadion, but yet there might have been communion with that 
Church, without believing them to be Catholick' Dottrizes ; and no doubr, 
many pious fouls went to Heaven without believing any of theſe things, 
(v2. ſuch who believed and improved the common principles of Chr;- 
tianity, without regarding the erroneous Dottrines, or ſuperſtitious Pra- 
Aices of thoſe among who they lived )-but upon the firlt ſtirrings to- 
wards a Reformation, the Court of Rome was lo far from reforming the 
abuſes which were complained of, that they ſought to inforce them with 
the greateſt ſeverity upon all perſons, thundering out Excommunications 
again{t all ſuch who ſhould queſtion or diſpute them. By which means 
thoſe who might have lived peaccably before within the external Commu- 
nion of that Chrch, without conſenting to the crrors of it, are now forced 
out of it, unleſs they would approve of ſuch things which their conſciences 
detelted; in compariſon with the peace of which, they accounted not 
their lives to be dcar to them, as many thouſands of them made it appear 
in ſeveral Countries. This is the true and juſt account of the ſtate of 
things at the begining of the Reformzation ; but afterwards, when, through 
the nece'lity of the Pope's affairs, a Council was ſummoned, and all the arts 
imaginable were made uſe of, to ſteer that grand affair for the Iztereſ of 
the Court of Roe; a new ſcene of affairs appears In the Chriſtian world : 
thoſe Doftrines which before were owned only by particular men, are de- 
hned by Pope and Conzc!!, to be the Catholick Dodtrines of the Roman 
Church, and all thoſe Anathematized who will not own them. By winch 
mcans the Roma Church 15 become it ſelf that party and /atf10z, which on- 
ly prevailed in it before but with reluctancy and oppoſition; and now, 
none are looked on a5 members of that Church, but ſuch as own the dehi- 
nitions of that Conzc/7 in point of DoXArine. Which makes it valtty ro dit- 
fer [rom what it was before, as to the terms of its Communion, and the 
ſtate of the perſons who remain in it; who can neither enjoy thar jree- 
dom in judgement which they might uſe before, nor yet can pretend thoſe 
exculcs for not knowing the errors and corruptions of that Church, whiclt 
might have prevented obſtinacy in ws mas So that upon the whole 
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the Proteflants in the beginning of the Reformation, were 
{© tar from taking away any thing that was received as a Cathotrch Ig 
tine, by all Chriſtian Churches, that they dil nor reject anv thing which 
could be looked on as the Carbolick Dottie of the Church of Rozzre ; and 
conſequently that the Proteſtants were lo lar trom a wilful ſeparation from 
the Chnrch of Rome, that they were driven out by a prevalent F:c{/op, 
which impoſed thoſe things which had been before only the errors of 
particular perſons, as the Catholick Docitriacs of that Church, and the necel. 
ſary conditions of Communion with her. h 

2. I may anſwer yet further, That 1t 1s not enough to prove any Do- 
Arine to be Catholick, that it was generally received by Chriſtizz Churches 
in any one Aze; but it mult be made appear, to have bcen lo received from 
the Apoſths ties. Sothat if we ſhould grant, that theſe Doc/riacs were 
owned tor Carh»lick, not only by the Church of Rox”, but all other Ch;:- 
/tianCh:rches (lofaras it can be diſcerned by their Coinmuntion ) yet this 


doth not prove theſe Dottrines ſo owned to be zru/y Catholrck, unlets you 


can firit prove, that all the Chri/t/22 Churches of oz Ave cannever belicve 1 
Dottrine to be Cathotrek,, which 1s not ſo. You lee theretore vour rask in- 
crea{i< further upon you : for, it 15 not enough to {iy, That 4. D. 1517. fuch 
a: ſuch Doftrines were looked on as Catholichand theretore they were lo; 
but thar for 1517. years, ſucceſſively from the Apol/es to that time, they 
were judged tobe ſo, and then we {hall more ealily believe you. When 
you will therefore prove 7 ranſubſ[intiation, the Sacrifice of the Maſs, Inge 
worſhip, Invocation of Saints, or any other of the good Ioctrines mentic- 
ned by you, in a conſtant tradition from rhe Apoſtles times to have been looks 
ed on as Cathe/ick Dottrines, you may then ſay, That Proteftazts in deny- 
ing theſe, did take away ſomething Catholick from the Dottrine of the 
Church ; but, till that time, theſe Anſwers may abundantly ſuffice. 

We now come cloſer to the buſineſs of the Reformation ; but, before we 


_ examine the particulars of it, the gezeral grounds on which 1t proceeded, 


muſt ſomewhat further be cleared, which his Lordihip tells you, are 
built zpoz the power of particular Churches reforming themſclves, ia caſe the 
whole Church is neelizent, or will aot ; to which you ſay, {hat rou orant is 
effect xs oreat power as the Biſhop himſelf docs, to particular Churches, to Na 
roaal ana Provincial Conmuls, in riformine eriors ana abuſes either of de- 
Arine or pradtice + only we require that they proceed with au reſpect to the chief 
Paſtor of the Church, and hawe recourſe to him in all matters ana decrees of 
Faith, «ſpecially when they d: ſine or declare points wot oewerally knona and ac- 
knowledged to be Catholick Truths, What you grant i «//:& at firlt, you 
effect deny again afterwards. Tor the Queſtion is about Retorination of 
{uch errors and abuſes as may come from the Chrrch of Rowe ; and when 
you grant a power to reform only, in caſe the Pope conſent, you grant no 
power to reform at all. For the experience of the world hath {utticicnt!s 
taught us, How little his conſent is to be expected in any thing of Retor- 
mation. For his Lordſhip truly faith, in Anſwer to Capel/rzs, who denics 
particular Churches any power of making Canons of Faith, withour coulult- 
ing the Roma fce, 1 hat as Capellus can newer prove that the Roman See 
ft be conſulted with before any Refi mation be made : S0 it is 2s certarn, 
that, were it proved and pradtiſed, we ſhould pave ao Reformation. For 1 
world br long enourh before the Church ſhould be cured, if that See aloae ſhould 
be her Phyſittan, which ia truth #& her diſeaſe. Now to this you ſay, 1 hat 
ere Capellus himſelf requires this + as though Capetlrs were not the man 
whom his Lordſhip anſwers as to this very thing. But belides you lay, 
he pratlice of the Church is evident for it, in the examples of the Milevitan 
ind Carthaninian Councils, which, as $1, Auſtin witneſſeth, [ext their decrees 
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roiching Urace, Original ſis in Infants, and other matters aoain(f Pelagius, 
70 be confirmed by the Pope: but what is all this to the bulinels of Retor- 
mation, that nothing of that nature is to be attempted without the Pope 
conſent ? That theſe Connecils did by Tulins an African Biſhop coirmunicate 
their decrees to Pope [zzoceat, who denies? but, what 1s it you would 
thence infer to your purpole ? tor the utmolt which can be draivn hence, 
15, that they deſired the Pope to contribute his affiltance in condetining 
Plaairs and Celeſtins; by adding the authority of the Apoſtolzral Ser to 
their decrees : that ſo by the conſent of the Church that growing Hereſie 
might the more eaſily be ſuppreſſed. And who denies but at that time 
the R224 Church had great reputation, ( which is all that 4: 59-44y im- 
plies) and by that means might be more ſerviceable in preventing the 
growth of Pelagianſn, 1t it did concur with the A/71can Conncils in 
condemning that Dottrine ? But becauſe they communicated their de- 
crees to Pope Innoceat deliring his conſent with them, that therefore no 
reformation ſhould be attempted in the Chnrch without the conſent of the 
Pope is a very far-fetched inference ; and unhappily drawn from thoſe 
African Pathers, who ſo ſtoutly oppoſed Roſimmns, Innocents Succeſſour, in 
the caſe of Appeals about the buſineſs of 4p/arirs, Did they, think you, 
look on themſelves as obliged to do nothing 1n the reforming the Church 
without the Popes authority, who would by no means yield to thoſe en- 
croachments of power, which Zoſiz#s would have uſurped over them ? 
Nay it appears, that, till the 4f1ca» Fathers had better informed him; 
Zolinus did not a little favour Cele/tizs himfelt, and in caſe he had gone 
on ſo to do, do you think they would have thought themſelves ever the 
leſs obliged to reform their Churches from the Pe/a1ian Hereſie which began 
to ſpread among them ? And in this time of the Controverſie between 
Zoſmus and them, though they carried it with all fairneſs towayds the 
Roman See, yet they were {till careful to preſerve and detend their own 
priviledges : and in caſethe Pope ſhould then have challenged that power 
over them, which he hathdone ſince, no doubt they would not have ſtuck 


at calling lich incroachments The d:ſcaſe of” the Church, (without any un- 


handſomene:3 or incivility ) and would have been far from looking on him 
as the only P?/:: /1:ra7 Of It. 


To that pr.tence, That thinzs ſhould have been born with, till the time of 


a Geacra! Commit, his Lordſhip anſwers: Firft, *tis true, a Genera! Conncil, 
free and eatir', would hve been the beſt remedy, and meſt able for a Ganarene 
that hid ſoread- ſo far, and eaten fo deep into Chriſtianity. But what ? (hould 
we have ſojferida this Uanerene to endanger life and all, rather than be cured 
in time by a Phyſician of weaker knowleane, and a leſs able hand ? Secondly 
me toe to ſee ſince, if we had ſtayed and expected a General Conncil, what 
manuer of one we ſyould have had iff any. For that at Trent was neither 
Gemeral wor free. And for the errors which Rome had contratted, it con 
rmed them, it cnred them not. And yet I much donbt, whether ever that 
Council ( ſuch as it wats) wonld have been calld, if forme Provincial and Natio- 
nal Syaods und Supreme and Regal power, had not firſt ſet npoz this preat 
work of Reformation ; which I heartily wiſh had been as orderly and happily 
purſued as the work was right Chriſtian and good in it felf. But humane frailt 
and the heats and diſtempers of men, as well as the cunning of the Devil would 
not fuffer that. For even 11 this feafe alſo the wrath of m.n doth not accom- 
pl:ſh the will of Gog, S. James. 20. but I have learnt not toreject the c00d 
mbich God hath wronoht, for any evil which mea may faſten upon it. Now 
to this yon anſwer, 1. By a fair Conceſſion again, hat a Provincial Cona- 
wil is the next Chirtraion, when a Ganerewe endangers life, but ſtill the Popes 
aſſiſtance is required ; For tear the Chirnrozo ſhould do too much good of 
Yy 2 himſelf, 
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bim£{.lf, you would be ſure to have the _— as Phyſitian to ſtand by, whom 


you know too much concerned in the ma adies of the Church, to give way 
to an effeftual cure. 2. But you fay turther, 7 hat the moſt proper exped;- 
ent is an Oecumenical Council ; and this you ſpoil again, with ſaying ; Such 
as the Council of | rent was. For what you Ge in vindication of that being 
General and free, we ſhall conſider in the Chapter deligned for that pur- 
pole. What you object againſt our National Synod 1562. will be tully 
an{wered before the end of hz ; which that we may make way for, we 
mult proceed to the remainder of theſe general grounds ; in which his 
Lordſhip proves, / hat when the Univerſal Church will avt, or for the iniqui- 
ty of the tes cannot obtain and ſ.ttle a free Gexeral Conucil, "tis lawful, nay 
ms /ational or a Provincial, To 
this you an{wer in General, 7 hat you deny not but matters of leſs moment as 
contrams rites and ceremonies, abuſes in manners and diſcipline, may be re« 
formed by particular Councils, without expreſs t-ave of the Pope; but that in 
mittcrs of great moment concernins the Faith and publick Doitrine of the 
Church, Sacraments, and whatever «fc is of Divine Inſtitution, or univerſal 
oblioation, particular Conncils, (if they duly proceed ) attempt nothing without 
recourſe to the See Apoſtlick, and the Popes conſent either expreſly granted or 
juſtly preſamed. Fair hopes then there are of a cure when the Ipoſthume 
gathers in the Head ! we are indeed by this put into a very good condi- 
tion; for if a ſmall matter hurts a Church, ſhe hath her hands at liberty to 
help her ſelf ; but if one comes to rawiſh her, her hands are tyed, and by 
no means mult ſhe defend her ſelf. For in caſe, fay you, it be azy matter of 
great moment, it muſt be left to the Pope, and nothing to be done without his 
conſent ; no not although the main of the diſtempers come through him. 
But thanks be to God, our Church 15 not committed to the hands of ſuch a 
mercileſ3 Phyſitian, who firſt cauſeth the »valady and then forbids the care : 
we know of no ſuch obligation we have, to /eep in S. Peters Church, as of 
old they did in the 7erple of /Fſcnlaproes in hopes of a wwe. God hath en- 
truſted every National Church with the care of her own falcty, and will 
require of her an account of that power he hath piven to that end. It 
will be little comfort to a Church whole members rot for want of a remodj, 
to ſay, The Pope will aot pive leave or elec it might have been cured. I won- 
der where it 1s that any Chriftiaz Church 1s commanded to wait the Popes 
good leafurc tor retorming her felt ? Whence doth he derive this Autho- 
rity and ſole power of retorming Ch»rches ? But that muſt be afterwards 
examined, But 1s it reaſonable to ſuppole that there ſhould be Chriſtian 
Maziſtrates, and Chriſt:ax Biſhops in Church's, and yet theſe fo tycd up, 
that they can do nothing in order to the Churches recovery though the 
diltempers be never ſo great and dangerous? Do we not read inthe .4po- 
/tolical Churches that the Government of them was in themſelves, without 


any the leaſt mention of any Occnmnict. Paſior over all? If any abuſes 


were among them, the particular Governors of thoſe Churches are check- 
ed and rcbuked for it, and commanded to exerciſe their power over 
0cnders ? and muſt the encroachments of an uſurped and arbitrary power 
im the Church hinder particular Churches from the exerciſe of that full power 
which 1s committed to the Goverzors of them ? Neither is thisouly a Right 
eranted to a Church as ſuch, but we find this power practiſed and alerted 
in the hiſtory of the Chriſtian Churches from the Apr/lles times. For no 
looner did the Biſhops of Rowe begin to encroach, but other Bſhops were 10 
mindful of their on priviledges and the 1ntrefs of their Churches, that 
tacy did not yield themſclves his //afſals, but diſputed their r/2hts and with- 
ttood his uſurpations. As hath partly appeared alrcady, and will do more af- 
terwards, | 

And 
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And that particular Churches may reform themſelves, his Lordſhip pro- 
duceth ſeveral Teſtimonies ; The tirſt is of Ger/o, who tells ns plainly 
1 hat he will not deay, but that the Church may be reformed by parts. And 
that this is neceſſary ; and, that to effeft it, Provincial Conncils 224) {nffice, and 
in ſome thinzs Dioceſan. And again, Either you ſhould reform all eſtates of 
the Church in a General Conncil, or command them to be reformed in Provin- 
cial Conncils : But all this, you lay, doth not concern matters of Faith, but 
ozly perſonal abuſes; But I pray what ground is there that one ſhould be 
reformed and not the other ? Is it not the reaſon why any reformation is 
necelſary, that the Churches purity and ſafety ſhould be preſerved ? and 
i5not that as much or more endangered by erroneous doftrines than by 
perſonal abuſes ? Will not then the parity of reaſon hold roportionably 
tor one as well as the other ? That it the Church may be reformed by parts 
as to lefſer abuſes, then much more certainly as to greater. Beſides, you 
ſ:y, Gerſon allored no Schiſmatical Reformations againſt the Churches head , 
neither do we plead for any ſuch; but then you muſt ſhew, Who the 
Ch:rches head 1s, and, By what right he comes to be ſo ; otherwiſe the 
cauſ2 of the Sch7/z2 will fall upon him who pretends to be the head to 
direct others, and 1s as corrupt a ember asany inthe body. But his Lord- 
{hip adds, 7 his rieht of Provincial Synods, that they might decree in cauſes of 


Faith, and in caſes of Reformation, where corruptions had crept into the 


Sacraments of Chriſt, was practiſed much above a thouſand years ago by many, 
both National and Provincial Synwods. For which he firſt inſtanceth in the 
Council at Rome under Pope Sylveſter An. 324. condemains Photinus and 
Sabellius, whoſe hereſics were of a high nature againſt the Faith ; but here 
you ſay, the wery title confutes his pretence, for it was held under the Pope 
and therefore not aoainſt him. But however, whether with the Pope or 
againſt him, it was no more than a Provincial Synod ; and this decreed 
ſomcthing in matters of Faith, though according to your own Dofrine 
the Pope could not be Intallible there : tor you reſtrain his Izfallib;lity toa 
General Conncil, and do not aflert that it belongs to the particular Church 
of Rowe. As well then may any other Provincial Syzod determine matters 
of Faith, as that of Roxze, f{ince that hath no more Infallibilicy belonging 
to it as ſuch than any other particular Church hath ; and the Pope himſelt 
you ſay may err when he doth not define matters of Faith in a Gezeral 
Council, To his Lordſhips ſecond inſtance of the Conncil of Ganera abort 
the [ime time condemning Euſtathius for his condemning marriave as nn- 
larf;'l ; you anſwer to the ſame purpole, 7 hit Olius wzs there Pope Syl- 
veſter's Legat ; but what then ? 1t the Pope had been there himſelf he had 


not bcen Infallible, much leſs certainly his Legat who could have only a 


Sccond-haid Infallibiltity, To the third of the Connctl of Carthage C07 - 
demmnins rehaptiz.ation about 348. you grant, '/ hat it was aſſembled by Gratus 
Biſhop of Carthage, but that a0 mew Article TT) defined in it, but oaly the: 
perpetral tradition of the Church 42s confirmed therein. Neither do We 
plead for any power m Provincial Conncils tO define any mew Articles of 
Faith, but only to revive the old, and to confirm them in oppoſition toany 
Inmmvations in point of Nodrine ; and as to this we profels to be guided 
by the ſenſe of Scripture as interprered by the unanimous conſent of the 
Fathr5 and the forr firſt General Connects, To the fourth of the Conncil of 
Aqunileia A. D. 3S1.. CONAdemmng Palladius aud Secundinus for e br acint? 
the Arrian Hereſte, St. Ambroſe be:ze preſent 5 you anſwer, { hat they oly 
condemmcd thoſe who had been condemned already by the Nicene Conncl; and, 
St. Ambroſe and other Biſhops of Italy be/zz preſeat, Who can donbt but every 
thisn Was Aone there by the Popes authority and conſent ? Bur if they only 
enforced the decrees of the Conmeil of Nice, What need of the Popes autho- 
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rity to do that ? And do you think that there were no Provincttt Conncils 
in that part of /z4/y which was particularly diltinguſhed trom the [:bur- 
bicarian Chizcres under the Biſhop of Rowwr, wherein the Pop: was not pre- 
ſent cither by himfelt or Legats ? It you think lo, your thoughts have 
more of vour 4 than 1d: rſFanding 11 them. - Bur if this Conmci/ Pro- 
cceded according to that of Nee, Will it not be as lawful for other Vro- 
vincial Co7c7/s to reform yarticular Chrrches, as long as they keep to the 
Decrees not barely of Vice, but of the tour Gear! Cormcls, which the 
Clnrch of Eaolaad looks on as her duty to do? In the two tollowing In- 
ſtances of the ſecond Corn! of Carthage dectarizo 13 behalf of the Trinty, 
aud the Milcviten Conncil about the Peltornan Hereſte ; you lay, 1 he Biſhops of 
Rome were c9z{/ted + But what then ? Were they conſulted as the Hears 
of the Chxrch, or only as eminent zex2z5:7s of 1t 1n regard of their Faith 
and Piety ? Prove the tormer when you are able; and as to the latter it 
depends upon the continuance of that Faith and I'iety in them; and 
when once the reaſon is taken away, there can be no necellity of con- 
tinning the ſame refort. The fame anſwer will lerve for what you ſay 
CONCCINLNG the {econd Coat of | Aur ane 9 ACHT IGG the Controverſies 
about Urace and Fre e-mill, {uppoling We grant It allembled by the means of 
I'clix 4. Biſhop of Rome ; as Iikewile to the 1hird of loledv, We come 
therefore to that which you call b:s Loraſhips reſerve, and Maſter-allegation, 
the fourth Conneil of Toledo ; which, faith he, ard wot ozly handle matters of 
Fiith jor the reforrzation of that people, but eve added alſo fomethino to the 
Creed, which were not expreſly delivered in former Creeds. Nay, the Biſhops 
ard not only prattiſe this, to condemn Hereſies in National and Provincial 
S1nods, and ſo to reform thoſe ſeveral places and the Chnrch it ſelf” by parts ;, 
but they aid openly challenge this as their right and due, and that without any 
leave asked of the See of Rome. For 13 this fourth Conmil of Toledo they 
decree, that, If there happen a cauſe of Faith to be ſetled, a general that is a 
National Sraed of all Spain and Gallicia ſhall be held thereon. And this in 
the year 643. where you ſee it was thea Catholick Doctrine 13 all Spain, that a 
National S1aod might be a competent Jiudee in a cauſe of Faith, But here 
ſtill we mcet with the ſame Anſwer, '/ hat all this mizht be done with a due 
ſubordination to the See Apoſtolich, but that it doth not h:mce follow that any 
this may be done in Provincial Conrcils avatift the authority of it. Neither 
do we plead that any thing may be done againlt the j/? uthority of the 
Biſhop of Rome, or any other B:ſhcp; but then you mult prove that he 
had a juſt authority over the Church of Ez72/1na, and that he exerciſed no 
power hereat the Reformation but what did of 7/247 belong to him. But 
the fulicr debate of theſe things mult be lett to that place where you de- 
ſignedly allert and vindicate the Popr's Authority. 

Theſe things being thus in the general cleared, we come to the parti- 
cular application of them to the caſe of the Chn7ch of Exelizzd. As to 
which, his Lordſhip fayes; And if this were prattiſed ſooften and in ſo many 

laces, Why may not a Nattonal Council of the Church of England do the like ? 
As ſhe did. For ſhe caſt off the Pope's nſurpation, and as much as in her lay re- 
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ix Henry the erahiths time. And by the Records 12 the Archbiſhops office, or- 
derly kept and tobe ſeen. In the Reformation which came after, our Princes 
had their parts, and the Cleroy theirs. And to theſe two principally the power 
aad direction for Reformation belongs. 1hat our Princes had their parts, is 
manifeſt by their calling together of the Biſhops, ana others of the Clerpy, to 
conſider of that which might ſeem worthy Reformation. Aaud the Clerey did 
their part : for, being ths called together by Regal power, they met ta the Na- 
i:0nal Synod of ſrxty two. And the Articles there aerced 07 were afterwards 
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confirmed by alt's of State, and the Royal aſſent. In this Synod, the Pofitizn 
truths which are delivered are more than the Polemichs; So that a mucr £55 
lumay it is, that we profeſs only a Negative Religion. Trae it is, and we mul 
th:ak Rome for it, our Confeſſion miſs needs contain ſome Neartives, | or 
we £720 bat deay that Images are to be adored. Nor can we admit mined 
Sranitts. Nor grant Prayers in an unknown tongue. And in a corrupt 
time or plate, "tis as meceſſary im Religion to deny falſhood, us to aſſert and 
indicate {rath, Tadeed this latter can hardly be well aud [ufficiently done 
but by the former, an Affirmative verity being ever incluacd in the Neoative to 
s {{jhood. As for any error which might fall into this ( as aus oth; Refa;- 
pation) if av ſuch can be found ; then T ſay, and "tis moſt trne, Reforma 
tio, efpceially in caſes of Religion, is fo difficult a work, and ſubject to fo many 
Protwilions, that "tis almoſt impoſſible but the Reformers fbould ſtep 700 far, or 
fail 109 [bort in fone ſrraller tines Of other, which in regard of the far greater 
ber fit comin by the Reformation it ſelf, may well be paſſed over and bor 
"ypthil/, But if there have beea any wilfull and groſs errors, not ſo much in 
OP171107 iS 1H Fact ( Sacrileave too often pretending to Reform Superſtition) 
hits the crime of th? Reformers, not of the Reformation; and they are long 
{12ce 2072 t0 (104 to anſwer it, to whom I leave them. ; 
This is his Lordſhips full and juſt account of the proceedings of the 
Reformation in the Church of Ez2/4az4, to which we muſt conſider what 
Anſwer you return, To his Lord{hips Queſtion, Why may not a National 
Council of the Church of Ez2/azd do the like ? you give this anſiver, 
Trily I know a0 reaſon why it may not, provided it be a true National Council v. 153.n, :. 
and a true Church of England, ( zs thoſe recited were true Churches azxd 
Conactls) and provided aiſo that it do zo more. We are contented to put 
the itſue of this buſineſs upon theſe three things, 272. That our Church is 
a tre Church, That the power which retormed it was ſufficient for that 
urpolc, and, That no more was done by them than was in their power to . 
do. But for the firlt you tell us, That ſeerag by the Chnrch of England he vie. 
means the preſent Proteſtant Church there, you muſt crave leave of his Lord- 
{hip to deny his ſuppoſition, aa tell him the Church of England iz that ſexſs, 
ſionifies wo true Church. Were 1t not an eaſte matter to requfite you by 
telling you, It is impoſſible we ſhould be guilty of $S:h1{x2 in any ſeparation 
from your Communion, becauſe we mult crave leave of you to ſay thai 
the Chrvrch of Rome is no true Church ; and where there is Schiſzz that 
muſt be a true Church which men are guilty of it in ſeparating from. Net 
as though I ſought only to returna blow on you which I could not defend 
our Ch:rch from ; bur to let you ſee, that by whatever way you would 
prove your Ch:rch to be true, by the ſame we may prove ours to be lo too. 
If you own and believe the Chriftian Dottrine to be the wavy to ſalvation. 
ſo do we. It you embrace the ancient Creeds, lo do we. If you acknow 
ledge the Scriptures to be Gods Mord, lodo we. Tf you join together in 
Participation of the Srraments Of Baptiſm, and the Lords Supper, {o do 
we. If you have a conſtant /ucce/ſton of Biſhops, lo have we. Name then 
Whar it is, which is F:4:mextal to the Berg of a Church, which our Pro- 
teſt 1nt Church doth want? You grant the Church of England was 2 true 
Ch:ch before the Reformation, Wherein was it altered trom it felf by it, 
thit ir ceaſed to be a true Church ? Was it, in denying the Pope's Supremz3cy 
in H-ary the cizhih's time ? That cannot be : for you very remarkably grant 
alterwards, ' hat the Biſhops, ana the Nyng too, teft the Pope in poſſeſſion of all Y. 5g 
thit ho conld riohtly challenge. (Which 1s a concefſion we that make more 
ule of afterwards. ) Surely then this could not unchurch them. Or, Was 
it the proceedings of the Reformation in Queen EliS1bth's time? The Sz- 
premacy could not be it neither now ; for thar was aſſerted under a one 
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moderate title in her time, than in her Fathers, Was it the T{ of the L:tur- 

2y in the Ez2/1ſþ tongue ? Surely not; when Ps the fourth ofered to confirm 
it, as Is credibly reported from /- LACOHG:1GES Parpalia, whom that Pope 1mploy- 
ed on a Maſſaze to reen Elizaberir, with terms of Accommodation. Bur, 
What was it which did unchurc! us? Were they the Ar2:cls of Religioa 
agreed onin the Coxr97ation, 1502 * It they were thele, Were thcy either 
the -poſitive or negative Articles ? It the poſitive, Were they the af: 
{crting the Articics contained in the three Creeds, the /*#frricacy of Scriptures, 
the z ce//ity of Divine Grace ? or, Whatelſe ? It the negative, Was it the 
denying Prroatory, Isvocation of Saints, Unlawfulmfs of Pricfts Marriage, 
(Commniog iz onckiad 2 or, Which of them elſc was it, which made the Prc- 
t-tant Chirch to be no true Church? Or, Is it Haſtly the afferting, 1h as 
the Church of Jeruſalem, Alexandria, and Antioch, hive erred, ſo alſo the 
Church of Rome hath erred, not only 172 their livings, and minner of Ceremo- 
aries, but alſo in matters of Faith ? 1s this 1t which hath done us all the mil: 
chict to unchurch us, v/<. the denying your Churches Iyfallibility ? If this 
be it, itis our comfort yet, that our Chrch will remain a true Chrrch, till 
yours be proved to be 1/allrble ; which I dare ſay, will be long enough. 
But, as though it were 1n your abſolute power to Church and azchurch 
whom, and when you pleaſe, you otter at no proof at all of this aſſertion, 
bur only very taiily crave his Lordſhips leave to call the Proteſtant Chnrch ao 
true Charch : Which indeed 1s a more civil way of begging the Queſtion. 
And if it will not be granted, you cannot help it ; tor you have done your 
utmoſt, in cr-2:172 hrs leave for it, and you have no more to ſay to it. 

But, you ſecm to ſay much more to the ſecond, 7 hat the Reformation was 
not managed by a lawful power, nor carricd on in a due manner ; for you of- 
fer to prove, that the /Vat/on:! S;nod 1562, was no lawful Synod, in theſe 
words. For tis it*not notorious that that pretended S1770d A.D. I 502. were all 
manifeſt nſurpers* Is it not manifeſt, that they all by force iatruded them 
ſelves, both into the Sees of ether lawful Biſhops, and into the cures of other 
Favfiil Paſtors, quictly and Canmmnically poſſeſſed of thens before the ſaid intru- 
ſion ? Can thoſe be accounted a lanful Nattonal Connctl of England, or law- 
ſally to repueſe nt the Enzliſh Church, ::ho ever had any larful, that is, Cano- 
nrcal and juſt Vocation, Miſſion, or furiſaiction given them to, and over the 
Enzliſh Nation * Two things you object as the great reaſons why thoſe 
perſons who fate in the Convocation, 4.1562. could make no lawful Sy- 
nod, and thoſe are /ztr»ſivz, and want of a lawful 17/7 : which ſhall 
be particularly examined. The firlt charge is of 1:r{{o, which you 
would ſem to aggravate by ſeveral circumitances, hat they iztruded them- 


ſcves, and that by force ; and not fomc, but all; and that zato the Sees of 


other lawful Biſhops, and cnres of Tawful Paſtors Put how true theſe cir- 
camſtances are, muſt appear by a true account of the matters of ta re- 
lating to theſe things inthe beginning of Qucen El12.aberb's Reign, How 
falſe that is, That a/l iztruded themſelves, is notorious to any one who un- 
der{tands any thing of thoſe tunes ; For this Conwocation was held in the 
fitth year of Queen El:zabeth. Andin the firlt of her Reign, of 26 Cathe- 
dra] Churches, there were but fourteen or filteen Biſhops then living in 
Eneland. Tor the Sees of S:lisbury and Oxford fell vacant 4. 1557. and 
were not ſupplied in the time of Queen Mary. Flereford, Briftor, Baneor, 
were vacant by the deathot the ſeveral Brſhops ſome weeks before Queer 
Mary. Canterbury by the death of Cardinal Pool, the ſame day with the 
Queen. Nornich and Glouceſter a tew weeks after her ; and ſo likewiſe Ro- 
cheſter, Worceſter, and S. Aſaph became vacant by the voluntary cxile of 
Patrs and Goldvell, the Brſhops thereof ; ſo that but fifteen Biſhops were 
then living and remaining in Eze/izd, And, Wereall thoſe who ſupplied 
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theſe vacant Sces, Intruders? A ſtrange kind of Tntruſion into dead mens 

laces ! Sothen, thus circumſtance is notorioully falle, 7 hat rhey All by force 
intruded themſelves into the Sees of other lawful Biſhops. But let us lee, Whe- 
ther the other are more jultly eharged with a forcible intruſion into the 
Sees of the other Biſhops. For which we muſt conſider what the proceed- 
7ng5 Were in reference to them : It appears then, that in the firſt year of 
the Queen, the Oath of Supremacy, tormed and enjoyned in the time of 
Henry 8, was in the firlt Parliament of Queen Elizcheth revived for the 
better ſecuring the Que of the Fidelity of her fubjeRs : but yet it was 
lo revived, that ſeveral conliderable patſages in the Att concerning it, 
were upon mature deliberation mitigated, both as to the Queens title 
which was not Srpreme Head, but Supreme Govyernour ; a title which 
Queen Mary had uſed before, as appears by an At paſſed in the third Sef. 
ſion of Parliament in hertime : and likewiſeas to the penalty ; for, where- 
as the Stat. 28 Hem. $. c. 10. was ſo very ſevere, That whoſoever did ex- 
tol the authority of the Biſhop of Rome, was, for the firſt offence, within the 
compaſs of 4 Premunire, ad for refuſing to take the Oath, was guilty of Trea- 
ſon ; 1t paſſed now in Queer Elizabeth's time, only with this penalty, That 
fach who ref fd it, ſhonld be excluded ſuch places of honour and profit, as they 


hild in the Church or Commor-wealth ; and that ſuch as ſhould maintain cr 


defend the anthority, preheminexce, power, or juriſdiction, Spiritual or Eccle- 


faftical, of any foreion Prince, Prelate, Perſon, State, or Potentate whatſoever, 
ſhould be three times convitted before he ſuffered the pains of death, Upon the 
expiring of the Parliament, Commiſſioners were appointed to require the 
Biſhops to take the Oath of Supremacy, according to the Law made to that 
_—_ which being tendred to them, they all ( Kztchin of Landaffe on- 
y excepted ) unanimoul]y refuſed it, although they had taken ir betore as 
Prieſts or Bifhops, in the Reign of Henry 8. or Edward 6. But whether by 
ſome ſecret intimations from Rome, or their own obſtinacy, they were 
reſolved rather to undergo the penalty of the Law, than to take it now ; 
and accordingly before the end of that year they were deprived of 
their Biſhopricks. So that the Queſtion about the Tntrsſio of thoſe 
Bithops, who came into their Sees, depends upon the /ezality of the depri- 
vation of theſe. And certainly , wholoever conſiders their former car- 
riage towards the Queem, in retuſing to afſiſt at her Coronation, and ſome 
of them threatning to excommunicate her inſtead of diſputing at We/t- 
minſter, as they had ſolemnly engaged to do, joyned with this contuma- 
cy in refuſing the Oath, will find that rheſe perſons did not unjuſtly ſuffer 
this deprivation. For which I need not run out into the Prizces power 
over Kccleſiaſtical perſons ; tor you have givena ſufficient reaſon for it your 
{elf in that acknowledgement of yours, That the Biſhops, and the K ins too 
( meaning Ke Henry) left the Pope in poſſeſſion of all he con!d riohtly chal- 
lenge, If this be true, that notwithſtanding the Szat. 28 Her. 8, notwith- 
ſtanding the Oath of Sypremacy then taken, the Pope might injoy all that 
belonged to him of Dizize Rizht, he might then do the fame, notwith- 
ſtanding this Oath in Queer Elizabeth's time, which was only reviving the 
former with ſome mitigation ; and what could it be then elſe but obſtina- 
cy and contumacy in them to refuſe it? And therefore the plea which 
. you make for thoſe whom you call the Hexry-Biſhops, will ſufficiently con- 
demn theſe preſent Biſhops, whom we now ſpeak of. For if thoſe Biſhops 
only renounced the Popes Canonical and acquired Furiſdittion here in Fng- 
land, as you ſay, z.c. that Authority and Furiſdiition in Eccleſiaſtical matters, 
which the Pope exerciſed here by wirtue of the Canons, Preſcription, and othe? 
titles of humane right, and gave it to the Kzng ; yet they never renounced or de- 
prived him of that part of his authority , which is far more intriaſecal to his 
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office, and of Dione Rioht ; they newer denied the Popes Soveraion Power to 
teach the Univerſal Church, and determine all Controverſies of Faith whatſq 
ever in a General Council. It theſe things, Ifay, be true, which you con- 
fidently aſſert, the more incxcuſable were theſe Biſhops for refuſing that 
Oath of Supremacy which they had not only taken in King Heary's time, 
but which, by your own conteſſion, takes away nothing of the Popes Au- 
thority, in relation t0 the whole Catholick Church. : And by thus means their 
obſtinacy appeared fo great, as might juſtly deſerve a deprivation. It be- 
ing certainly in the Power of the Kyng and Biſhops toaſlert their own rights, 
in oppoſition to any Cazoxs Or —_ whatſoever of meerly humane 
right. So that by your own confeſſion, the more exculale the Heyy 
Biſhops were, as you call them, the leſs excuſable the Mary-Biſhops were 
(as, to follow you, we muſt call them. in refuſing the Oath of Srpremacy, 
when tendred to them. Was it lawful thenin Kyze Henry's time, to take 
this Oath or not? If not, then King Henry's Biſhops are infinitely to blame 
for taking it, and you for defending them : If it was lawful then, why not 
in Queen El:2abeth's time? Had ſhe notas much reafon to impoſe it as her 
Father ? Had ſhe not as much power to do it * When one of the chief 
refulers, Heath, Arch-Biſhop of Tork, and then L. Chancetlunur of Engvland, 
did, upon the firlt notice of the death of Queer Mary, declare to the 
Houſe of Commons, T hat the ſucceſſion of the Crown aid of right belong to the 
Princeſs Elizabeth, whoſe title they conceived to be free from ail tepal Que- 
trons ; this could be then no plea at all tor them. So that if any perſons 
through the greateſt obſtinacy, might be deprived by a Pr;zce of their Ec- 
cleſraſtrcal preferments, theſe might ; and when you can prove, that in 
no caſe a Pr:xce hath power to deprive Eccleſiaſtical perſons, you will ſay 
more to your purpole than yet you have done. But till you have done 
that, it remains clear, that theſe Biſhops were juſtly deprived ; and if ſo, 
What was to be done with their vacant Sees ? Muſt they be kept vacant 
ſtill? or ſuch be put into them who were guilty of the ſame fault with 
themſelves, in refuſing the Oath, when tendred to them ? It not ſuch, then 
it was neceſſary that other fit perſons ſhould be legally conſecrated and 
inveſted in them : And ſo they were, the places being ſupplied by wor- 
thy perſons; the 4rc/-Biſhop of Canterbury being conſecrated by a Canoni- 
cal number of Edward-Biſbops, and the reſt duly conſecrated by other 
hands. And for all this, Muff all theſe perſons be intrud:rs, and intrude 
themſelves by force, and that into the places of other lawful Biſhops * When 
ſo many Sees were aQtually vacant, and the reſt by due form of L-w, into 
which other Brſhops were elected, and legally conſecrated, notwithitand- 
ing the putid Fable of the Nags-Head ordination, which hath ſo often and 
ſo evidently been diſproved, that I am glad to find you have ſo much mo- 
deſty, as not to mention it. Theſe Byhops being thus legally inveſted in 
their places, To whom did the care and Goverment of the Engliſh Church 
belong ? to the/c, or to thoſe who were jultly deprived ? If to zheſe, Were not 
they then the due repreſentatives of the Ezg/rſh Church in a National Sy- 
22d, who with thoſe of the lower Houſe of Comvocitiou, make upa true 
National Conncil? And if 1o, it belonged to them as ſuch, to conſider what 
appertaincd to the Fairh and Government of the Church of Englayd. For 
they undertook not to preſcribe to the whole world, that they leave to 
the Biſhop and Church of Rome ( not as legally belonging to them, but arro- 
cantly uſurped by them) but to draw up Articles of Religion, which 
ſhould be owned by all ſuch who enjoyed any place of 771/7 in the Church 
of Ez2/and. So that in all this they were neither iztraders, neither did 
they att any thing beyond their p/ace and anthority. But you would 
lecm to quarrel with therr Vocation, Miſſion, and Furiſadiclion, 2s though it 
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were not lawful, 1.6. Canonical and uſt ; all thele areyour own words, and 
they are but words; for not one {ſyllable like a proot is ſuggeſted. I tell 
outhen (not to Ipend time in a needleſs vindication of the Vocation of 
the Biſhops and Paſtors of the Church of Enelazd, whenyou give us no rea. 
ſonto queſtion 1t ) rhat by the ſame arguments that you can prove that 
you have any lawful Biſhops and Paſtors in your Church, it will appear that 
we have too. And that our Vocation and Miſſion is far more conſonant 
to the Apoſtolical and Primitive Church than yours is. BR 2. 
But, the main quarrel is {till behind, which is, that Suppoſizo they had &. 2. 
been trire Biſhops, and Paſtors of the Enaliſh Church, and their Aſſembly a Lis P- 158: 
ful National Council, yet, you lay, They were ſo far from doing the like ( that 
oth:r Provimcial Councils had done ) that they atted directly contrary to them, 
which charve lies in theſe thinos. 1.Condemning points of Faith that had teen 
generally belreved and prattif-d in the Church before them. This you know 
we deny, and you barely affirm 1t, and I have ſhewed ſomereaſon of our 
denial already, and ſhall do more when we come to particulars. , 2. 7z 
contrad:ifting the Doftrine of the Roman Church: A great Hereſie indeed, 
but never yet condemned in any Gezeral Council. 3. In convening againſt 
the expreſs Will of the Church of Rome : We ſhall then think that a faulr, 
when you prove it belongs to that only, to ſummon all Councils, General, 
Natonal, and Provixcial. 4. In denying the Popes Authority, or attempting 
to deprive himof it : it you ſpeak of his «ſurped Authority, you muſt prove 
it a fault to deprive him of 1t, z.e. to withdraw our fſelyes from obedience 
to it, for that 1s all the deprivation can be here underſtood. If you mean 
Tuft Authority, ſhew wherein it lies, whence he had it, by what means he 
caine into 1t inthe Church of Exgland; and if you can make it appear that 
he had a juſt claim, it will be caſte proving them guilty of a fault who dif 
owned it. But, Whether it werea fault in them or no, I am ſureit is oe 
in you, to lay ſuch things, and ſo many to our charge, and not offering to: 
give evidence for one of them. But I muſt conſider the Infallibility of 
your Church lies in diff2ting, and not proving. Thus then, for any thing 
which you ſo muchas ſeem to ſay to the contrary, the proceedings of the 
Reformation were very regular and juſt, being built on ſufficient grounds, 
managed ina legal manner, and carried on with due moderation. Which 
are the higheſt commendations can be given to a work of Reformation ; 
and do with the greateſt right belong to the Church of Exgland, of any 
Church in the Chriſtian world. There remains nothing now, which you 
obje& againit our Reformation, but fome faults of the Reformers; as to 
which his Lordſhip had already ſaid, If any ſuch be fonnd, they are the crimes p, ,.., 
of the perſons, and not of the Reformation, and they are long ſince gone to God | 
to anſwer it, to whom I leave them. Which Anſwer fo full of juſtice and 
modeſty, one would have thought, ſhould have been ſufficient for any rea- 
ſonable man ; but you are not ſatisfied with it. For you will have thoſe 
faults to come from the principles of the Reformation, and that they did not be. 
lone to the perſons of the Reformers, but are entailed on their Succeſſors. Put 
a ſhort Anſwer will ſuffice for both theſe : ſhew us, What avowed prin 
ciples of the Church of England tend to any real Sacriledge, before you 
charge any thing of that nature, as flowing trom the Maxis of the Re- 
formation. Andif you can prove the Succeſſors of the Reformers to continue 
in any Sacrilegions Actions, let thoſe plead for them who will, I ſhallnot ; 
bot leave them, as his Lordſhip did, #0 anſwer ſuch things to God. 
As to the Memorandum, which his. Lordſhip concludes this diſcourſe 
with, .That he ſpake at that time of the General Church, as it was for the moſt p. 155. n. 
part forced under the Government of the Roman See : not doubting, but that 
as the Univerſal Catholick Church would have reformed her ſelf, h.14 ſhe been in 
S 2 al! 
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all parts freed of the Roman Yoke ; [o, while ſhe was for the moſt in theſe Weſtern 
parts under that Yoke, the Churchof Rome Was, if not the only, yet the chief 
hiaderance of Reformation : You anſwer with ſome ſtomach ; By what force 
T pray? Is it poffible ? or, Can it enter into the judgement of any reaſonable 
man, that 4 ſingle Biſhop, of xo very large Dioceſe, ſhould be able by force, to bring 
into ſubjettion ſo many large Provinces of Chriſtendom, as- confeſſedly did ac- 
knowledge the Popes Power, when the pretended Reformation began ? But, What 
reaſonable man can imagine, that a ſize/e Biſhop indeed of no very large Dio- 
ceſe (if kept within. his bounds ) ſhould, 1n progreſs of time, extend his 
power 1o far as the Pope did, but by one of theſe two means, force, or fraud? 
And fince you ſeem to be ſo much diſpleaſed ar the former, I pray take 
the /atter ; or rather, the conjunction of both together. For that there 
was force uſed, appears by the manitold reiiſtance which was made tothe 
encroachments of the Popes power ; and the ſad complaints of the uſurpati- 
ons and abrſes which werein it; and theſe abundantly delivered by C!2//r- 
cal Authors of both the preſent and precedent times : and (touſe more of 
your own words) all Eceleſiaftical Monuments are full of them; lo that this 
is no falſe calumny, or bitter Paſqu'/ (as you call it ) but a very plainand evi- 
dent truth. But that there was likewiſe a great deal of art, ſubtilty and 
fraud uſed in the getting, keeping, and managing the Popes power, he hath 
but a ſmall »z:a/ure of wir who doth not ander/tand, and they as little of 
honeſty, who dare not confeſs it. | 
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CHAP. V. 
Of the Roar Churches Authority. 


The Queſtion concerning the C hurch of Rome®s Authority entred upon, How 
far our Church, in reforming her ſelf, condemns the Church of Rome: 
The Pope's equality with other Patriarchs, aſſerted. The Arabick Canons 
of the Nicene Council proved to be ſuppoſititions. The Polity of the Ancient 
Church diſcovered from the ſixth Canon of the Council of Nice. The Rights 
of Primates and Metropolitans ſetled by it. The ſuitableneſs of the Eccle- 
fraſtical, to the Civil Government. That the Biſhop of Rome had th: g (ie 
mited Turiſdiction within the ſuburbicary Churches ; as Primate of the Ro- 
man Dioceſe. Of the Cyprian Priviledge ; that it was not peculiar, but 
common to all Primates of Dioceſes. Of the Pope*s Primacy according to the 
Canons; how far pertinent to our diſpute. How far the Popes Confirmati- 
on requiſite to new eletted Patriarchs, Of the Synodical and Communicato- 
ry Letters. The teſtimonies of Petrus de Marca concerning the Pope's 
Power of confirming and depoſins Biſhops. The Inſtances brought for it, 
conſidered. The caſe of Athanaſius being reſtored by Julius, truly tated. 
The proccedings of Conſtantine 7 the caſe of the Donatiſts cleared, and the 
evidence thence azainſt the Pope"s Supremacy. Of the Appeals of Biſhops to 


Rome, how far allowed by the Canons of the Church. The great caſe of 


Appeals between the Roman and African Biſhops diſcuſſed. That the Appeals 
of” Biſhops were proh:6:te4, as well as thoſe of the inferiour Clergy. T.C.s 
frand in citing the Epiſtle of the Atrican Biſhops, for acknowledging Ap- 
peals to Rome. The contrary manifeſted from the ſame Epiſtle to Boniface, 
and the other to Celeſtine. The exemption ll the Ancient Britannick 
Church from any ſubjection to the See of Rome, aſſerted. T he caſe of Wilfrids 
Appeal anſwered, The Primacy of England zot derived from Gregory's 
Grant to Auguſtin the Monk. The Ancient Primacy of the Britannick Church 
not loſt npor the Saxon Converſion. Of the ſtate of the Atrican Churches, 
after their denying Appeals to Rome. Theriſe of the Pope's Greatneſs under 
Chriſtian Emperors. Of the Decree of the Sardican Synod, in caſe of Ap- 
 peals : Whether ever received by the Church No evidence thence of the 
Pope's Supremacy. Loſimus his forgery in ſending the Sardican Canons 
| Inſtead of the Nicene. 'I he weakneſs of the pleas for it, manifeſted. 


Hat which now remains to be diſcuſſed in the Queſtion of Schiſmn, is, 


concerning the Authority of the Church and Biſhop of Rome, Whe- 

ther that be ſo large and extenlive, asto bind us toan univerſal ſubmiſſion, 
ſ> that by renouncing of it, we violate the Uzity of the Charch, and are 
thereby guilty of Sch»? But, before we come toa particular diſcuſſion 
of that, we mult caſt our eyes back on the precedent Chapter, in which 
the ticle promiſeth us, That Proteſtants ſhould be further convinced of Schiſm ; 
but upon examination of it, there appears not ſo much as the ſhadow of 
any new matter, but it wholly depends upon principles already refuted, 
and ſo contains a bare repetition of what hath been abundantly anſwered 
in the firſt part. So your firſt Settion hath no more of ſtrength, than 
what lyes in your Churches Infall:b1lity ; For, when you would plead, 
That though the Church of Rome be the accuſed party, yet ſhe may judze in her 
O22 canſe 5 you do It upon this ground, 1 hat you had already proved the Ro- 
man Church to be infallible, and therefore your Church might as well condemn 
her accuſcrs, as the Apoſtles theirs ; and that Proteſtants not pretending 1n- 
{ullibility, canzot rationally be permitted to be Accuſers and Witneſſes axainſ 
the 
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th: Roman Church. Now, What doth all this come to, in caſe your Church 


be not infallible, as we have evidently proved ihe 15 nor, in the fr/# part ; 
and that ſhe is ſo far from it, thar ſhe hath moſt grolly erre, as we ſhall 
prove in the zhird part? Yourſecond Section ſuppoſes the matter of fact 
evident, 7 bat Proteſtants did contraait the preblick Doftrine aid belief of all 
Chr:{ti1ns generally thronehout the world, which we have lately proved to be 
an egregious falſity, and ſhall do more afterwards. The caulc of the Sepa- 
ratijts, and the Church of Enziand, 15 vaſtly dilerent, Whether we look on 
the authority, cauſe, or manner of their proceedings; and 1n your other 
Inſtatices you {till beg the Queltion, 7 hat your Church #5 our Mother-Church, 
and therefore we are bound to ſubmit to her judgemert, though ſhe be the accu- 
ſed,party.But as to this whole buſineſs of Zo Judice, nothing can be ſpoken 
with more ſolidity and ſatisfaction, than what Iis Lordſhip faith. 1f it be 
a cauſe common 10 both, as certain it is here ( between the Proteſtant and Roman 
Church) then neither part alone may be Fudze ; if neither alone may judee, then 
either they muſt be judged by a third, which ſtands indifferent to both, and that 
is the Scripture : or if there be a jealouſic, or a doubt of the ſenſe of the Scripture, 
they muſt eith:r both repair to the Expoſition of the Primtive Church, and ſub- 
zait 10 that; or both call ana ſubmit to a General Conncil, which ſhall be lawful. 
ly call:d, and fairly and freely held with indifferency to all parties ; and that 
2n:ft judge the Difference according to Scripture; which muſt be their Rule as 
well as private mens. When you cither attempt to ſhew the unreaſonable- 
neſs of this, or ſubſtitute ay thing more reaſonable inſtead of it, you may 
expect a further Anſwer tothe Queſtion, Qyo Fudice? as far as it concerns 
thedifference between your Church, and ours. The remainder of this whol: 
Chapter, is only a repetition of ſomewhat concerning Fundamentals, and a 
further expatiating 1n words, without the addition of any more ſtrength 
trom reaſon or authority «po: the Churches Tnfallibility being proved from 
Scripture ; which having been throughly conſidered already, and an account 
given, not only of the meaning of thoſe places (one excepted, which we 
ithall meet with again) but of the reaſon, Why the ſenſe of them as to 1:- 
fallibility ſhould be reſtrained to the Apoſtles, T find no ſufficient motive in- 
ducing me to follow you, in diſtruſting the Readers memory, and treſpal- 
ſing on his patience, ſo much as to inculcate the ſame things over and over, 
as you do. Paſſing by therefore the things alrcady handled, and leaving 
the reſt (if any ſuch thing appear) to a more convenient place, where 
theſe very places of Scripture arc again brought upon the\ſtage in; the Que- 
ſtions of the Pope's Authority and Infallibility of General Conncils, TIcometo 
your following Chapter, in which you enter upon the /V7zdication of the 
Romayx Churches Authority. 

2. That which his Lordſhip hath long infilted on, and evidently proved, 
is, The Right which particular Churches have to reform themſelves, when 
the General Church cannot for impediments, or will not for negligence do it. 
And your Anſwers to his proots have had their weakneſs ſufficiently laid 
open ; the only thing here objected further, is, Whether in ſo doing parti 
cular Churches do not condemn others of Errors in Faith? To which his 
Lordſhip anſwers, That to reform themſelves, and to condemn others, are two 
different works, unleſs it fall ont ſo, that by reformine themſelves, they do 


by conſequence condemn any other, that is guilty in that point, in which they 


reform themſelves; and fo far to judge and condemn others, is not only lan- 
full but neceſſary. A man that lives Religtionſly doth wot by and by fit in judge- 
ment, and condemn with his mouth all prophane livers : but vet while he ts 
fulent, his very life condemns them. To what end his Lordſhip produceth 
this Inſtance, any one may eaſily underſtand ; but you abuſe it, as though 
his Lordſhip had faid, That Proteſtants ont» by their Relipions lives do con- 
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demn your Church, and upon this runout into a ſtrange declamation about 
Who the men are that live ſo Religionfly?T hey who to propagate the Goſpel the bet- y. 182. n 
ter marry wives contrary to theCanons and bring Scripture for it?Yes {urely,much TT 
more than they who to propagate your Church, enjoy Concubines ; for which 
if they can bring ſome Caxoys of your Church, Iam ſure they can bring no 
Scripture tor It. They who pull down Monaſteries both of Religious men and 
worzen ? 1 lee, you are ſtill as loth-to part them, as they are to be parted 
themſclves; bur if all their /ves be no more Religious than the moſt of 
them have been; the pulling of them down might be a greater a& of Re- 
lioion than living in them. 1 hey who caſt Altars to the ground ? More cer- 
tainly than they who worſhipped them. They who partly baniſh Prieſts, 
and partly put them to death? Or they who commit treaſons and do things 
worthy of death ? But you are doubtleſs very Religious and tender-heart- 
cd men, whoſe Conſciences would never {utter you to baniſh or put any 
to death ſor the ſake of Religion; no not in Queen Maries time here in 
Enzland ! | hey who deface the very Tombs of Saints, and will not permit them 
to reſt even when they are dead ? Or they who profeſs to worſhip dead Sa ints, 
and martyr living ones with Fire and Faggot * If this be your relig;0w5 lr- 
wing, none who know what Religion means will be much taken with it. I 
ſhall eaſily grant that you /tick cloſe to the Pope, but are therein far enough 
from the Dofrine or life of S. Perer. If any of you have endured Sequeſtra- 
tions, Impriſonments, Death it ſelf, Lam ſure it was not for any good you 
did : not for the Carholick Faith, but if you will, for ſome Catho/?gh Trea- 
ſons, ſuch as would have enwrapt a whole Nation 1n miſery. If this be 
your ſuffering perſecution for riehteouſneſs ſake, you will have little cauſe to 
rejoice 11 Your Fellow-ſufterers. But 1t you had not a mind to calumniate 
us, and provoke us to ſpeak fad truths of you, all this might have been 
ſpared ; for his Lordſhip only choſe this Inſtance, to ſhew that a Church 
or perſon may be condemned conſequentially, which was not iztextionally. But 
you ſay, Our C hurch hath formally condemned yours, by publick and ſolemn 
cenſures in the 39 Articles. Doth his Lordſhip deny that our Church in order 
ro our own reformation hath condemned many th:zgs which your Church 
holds ? No, but that our Churches main intention was to reform it ſelf; 
but, confidering the corruption and degeneracy of your Church, ſhe could 
not do it, without conſequentially condemning, yours : and, that ſhe did 
juſtly in ſo doing, weare ready on all occaſions to juſtitie. 

But his Lord(hip asks, 1f oze particular Church may not judge or condemn 'T 
another , What muſt then be done where particulars need reformation? To P-167: 
which his Adverſary gives a plain Anſwer, That particular Churches muſt 
in that caſe ( as Irenzus intimateth) have recourſe to the Church of Rome, 
mhich hath more powerful principality; and to her Biſhop, who i the chief Pa- 
ſtor of the whole Church, as being S, Peters Succeſſor, &c. This is the riſe 
and occaſion of the preſent Controverſie. To this his Lordſhip Anſwers, 
That it is moſt true indeed ; the Church of Rome hath had, and hath yet, more 
powerful Principality, than any other particular Church. But [be hath not this 
power from C hriſt. The Roman Patriarch by Eccleſtaſtical conſtitutions might 
perhaps have a Primacy of order : but for principality of power, the Patriarchs 
were as even, as equal, as the Apoſtles were before them. The truth ts, this 
more powerful Principality the Roman Biſhops got under the paper af- 
ter they became Chriſtian ; and they uſed the matter ſo, that they grew big 
enouoh to oppoſe, nay to depoſe the Emperors, by the ſame power which they had 
given them, And after this, other particular Churches, eſpecially here in the 
Weſt, ſubmitted themſelves to them for Succour and Protedtions ſake, And 
this was one main cauſe that ſwelPd Rome into this more powerful Principalt- 
ty, and not any right given by Chriſt to make that Prelate, Paſtor of _ = 
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P.183 Church. To this you Anſwer, T hat to ſay that the Roman Churches Princi- 
pality ts not from Chriſt, is contrary to Ot. Auſtin and the whole Milevitan 
Council, who in theer Epiſtle to Innocent the firſt profeſs that the Popes Auth 
rity is grounded upon Scripture, and conſequent! y proceeds from Chriſt. But 

whoever ſeriouſly reads and throughly conliders that 
Arbitramsr —— adjuvants miſericordie Po Epiſtle, will find no ſuch thing as that you aim ar 
mini noſhi Jiſu Chriſti -- Autharitats San- — a . 5: "ig "uh 
ttitatis tue de ſanftarum Seripturarum Au- there. For the lcope ot the Epiſtle 1S tO per! wade 
. thoritate deprompteesfacilins eos qui tam p#= Pope Innocent to appear againlt Cal:/ti and Pelagins ; 
oe ot — ſentinnt, eſſe ceſw®5 1g that end they give firlt an account of their Do- 
E rine, ſhewing how pernicious and contrary to Sc-;- 
pture 1t Was; after which they tell him that Pe/agzs being at Jernſ.l.m 
was like to do a great deal of miſchief there, but that many of the Bre- 
thren oppoled him, and eſpecially St. Hierom. But we, lay they, do ſuppoſe 
that through the mercy of our Lord Chriſt afſiſtiag you , thoſe which hold ſuch 
perverſe and pernicious principles may more eaſily yield .by your Authority drawn 
out of Scripture. Where they do not in the leatt dream of his Authority 
as Univerſal Paſtor being grounded on Scripture, but of his appearing againlt 
the Pelae/ans with his Authority drawn out of Scripture, that is, to that 
Authority which he had in the Church, by the reputation of the Roman 
See, the Authority of the Scripture being added, which was ſo clear again(t 
the Pelagians, or both theſe going together were the molt probable way 
to ſuppreſs their Doctrine. And it hath been {ſufficiently proved by 
others, by very many inſtances of the Writers about that Age, that 4u- 
thoritas was no more than Reſcriptum; as particularly appears by many paſl- 
ſages in Leo's Epiſtles, in which ſenſe no more is nn +- by this, than that 
by the Pope's Anſwer to the Council drawn out of the Authority of Scri- 
pure, the Pelagians might more probably be ſuppreſſed. But what is this 
to an Univerſal Paſtorſhip given by Chriſt to him ; any otherwiſe than to 
thoſe who fat inany other Apoſtolical Sees ? 
But your great quarrel is againſt his Lordſhip, for making all the Pa- 
triarchs even and equal, as to Prixcpality off Power : and when he faith, 
Equal as the Apoſtles were, = ſay, that is equivocal ; for though the- Apoſtles 
had equal jur:ſdiftion over the whole Church, yet St. Peter alone had juriſdicti- 
on over the Apoſtles ; but this 1s neither proved from John 21. nor is it at all 
clear in Antiquity as will appear when we come to that Subje. 

C 4. But this aſſertion ot the equality of Patriarchs 1s {o deſtructive to your 
pretenſions in behalf of the Church of Rome, that you ſet your felt more 
particularly to diſprove it ; which you ofter to do by two things. 1. By 

P. 124. x Canon of the Nicene Connul. 2. By the pradtice of the ancient Church. 
You begin with the firſt of them, and tell us, '/ hat *ris contrary to the 
Corncil of Nice, In the third Canon whereof, which concerns the juriſdiction 
of Patriarchs, the Authority (or Principality if you will) of the Biſhop of Romc 
is made the Pattern, and Model of that Authority and Furiſdiction which Pa- 
triarchs were to exerciſe over the Provincial Biſhops. he words of the Canon 
are theſe. Sicque preeſt Patriarcha 1s —_— qui ſub cjus poteſtate 
ſunt, ſicut ille qu1 tenet ſedem Roma, caput elt & princeps omnium Pa- 
triarcharum, The Patriarch (lay they) ti in the ſame manner over all thoſe 
that are under his Authority, as he who holds the See of Rome tis head and 
Prince of the Patriarchs. And in the ſame Canon the Pope is afterwards ſtyled, 
Petro fimilis & Authoritate par, reſembling St. Peter and his equal in Au- 
thority. Thele are big words indeed and to your purpole, if ever any ſuch 
thing had been decreed by rhe Conzcil of Nice ; but T ſhall evidently prove 
that this Cano is ſappoſititions, and a notorious piece of Forgery. Which 
torgery 15 much increaſed by you when you tell us, theſe words are con- 
tained in the third Caxoz of the Corner! of Nice : Which in the Greek 
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Editions of the Canons by dn Tiller, and the Codex Canonum by Tuftellas, and 
all other extant,inthe Latiz verſions of Dionyſias Exiguus,and Iidore Mercator, 
is wholly againlt the ovrci72x]o,y7, efuch kind of women which Clergy wer took 
into their kouſes,neither as W:ves or Concubines,but under a pretext of piety. 
In the Arabick Edition of the Nicene Canons,let out by Alphoaſins Piſanus, the 
third Cazo7 is againſt the ordination either of Veophyti or criminal perſons,and 
fo likewiſe in that of 7 »7r/azus. So that in no Edition, whether 474b:ch or 
other,is this the third Cazoz of the Conncil of Nice ; and therefore you were 
out'ty cither of —_ ignorance and negligence in ſaying fo, or of notorious 
fraud and impoſture if you knew it to be otherwile,and yet faid it that the un- 
wary reader might believethis Cazoz to be within the 20. which arc the only . 
genuine Cops of the Conc! of Nice. Indeed ſuch a Cano there is in theſe 
Arabick Editions, but it is ſofar from being the third, that in the Editions 
both of Pi/anns and Tarrianns it 1s the thirty ninth, and 1n it I grant thoſe 
words are ; but yet you will have little reaſon to rejoyce in them, when T 
have proved, (asI doubt not to do) that this whole farrago of Arabick Canons 
is 4 meer forgery ; and that I ſhall prove both from the true number of the 
Nicene Canons, and the incongruity of many things in the Arabict Canons 
with the Srate and Polity of the Church at that time. | 

In thoſe Editions ſet out by Piſarns and Twrrianus from the Copy which 
they ſay was brought by . Baptiſt: Romanus from the Partriarch of Alexan- 
aria there are no fewer than eighty Canons ; whereas the Nicene Council 
neyer paſſed above 20. Which if it appear true, that will ſufficiently diſ- 
cover the Forgeryand Suppoſititionſncfs of thele Arabick Canons, Now that 
there were no more than twenty genuine Cazoxs of the Council of Nice, 
I thus prove, Firlt from Theodvrer, who after he had given an account of 
the proceedings in the Courc:lagainſt the Arrians, he ſaith, That the Fa 


thers met in Council neain, and paſſed twenty Canons 
relatins to the Churches Polity : and ; Gelaſins Cyzicenns, 
whom Alphonſus Piſanus {et forth with his Latin wer- 
fron, recounts no more than rwexty Caxons; the ſame 
number is aſſerted by Nzcephorus Calliſtus ; and we 
need not trouble our ſelves with reciting the teſtt- 
monies of more Greet Authors, ſince Binins himſelf 
confeſſeth that all the Greeks fay, there were no 
more than twenty Conons then determined. But al- 
though certainly the Greets were the moſt compe- 
tent Judges in this caſe, yer the Latins themſelves did 
not allow of more. For although Raffizus makes 
rwenty two, yet that is not by the addition ' of any 
more Cazoxs, but by ſplitting two into four. And if 
we believe Pope Stephen in Gratian, the Roman Church 
did allow of no more than twenty. And in that 
Epitome of the Cazons which Pope Hadrian ſent to 
Charles the Great for the Government of the Meſtern 
Churches, A. D. 773. the ſime numberof the Nzceme 
Canons appears ſtill. And in a MS. of Hizcmarns 
Rhemenſis againſt Hincmarns Landunenſis, this 15 not 
only aſſerted but at large contended tor, that there 
were no more Canons determined at Nice, than thole 
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twenty which we now have, from the teſtimonies of the Tr ipartite hiſtory, 
figs, the Carthaginian Conncil, the Epiltles of Cyril of Alexandria, and 
4ttic1s of Conſtantinople, and the twelfth action of the Council of Chalce- 
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than twenty genuine Cazons of the Council of Nice ; which may be yet fur- 
ther proved by two things, viz. the proceedings of the A4fricaz Fathers in 
the caſe of Zyſimns about the Niceze Canons and the Codex Canonnm Eccliſre 
Univerſe, both which yield an abundant teſtimony to our purpoſe. If ever 
there wasa juſt occaſion given foranearly and exact ſearch into the ay- 
thentick Canons of the Conxcilof Nice, it was certainly in that grand Debate 
between the A4fr1can Fathers and the Roman Biſhops in the cale of Appeals. 
For Zy{imss challenging not only a right of Appeals to himſelf, but a power 
of diſpatching Legates unto the African Churches to hear cauſes there.and all 
this by vertue of a Canon in the NViceze Council, and this being delivered 
to them in Conncil by Fauſtinus, Philippus, and Afe!lus whom Roſt- 
mus ſent into Africa, to negotiate this affair ; no ſooner did they hear 
this, but they were ſtartled and amazed at it, that ſuch a thing ſhould be 
challenged by vertue of a Caoz in the Council of Nice which they had never 
heard ot before. Upon this they declare themſelves willing to yield to what 
ſhouid appear to be determined by the Viceze Canons; thence they propound 
that a more exact ſearch might be made into the authentical Copyes of them : 
for they profeſs no ſuch thing at all to appear, in all the Greek copies which 
they had among them; although Ceci/;anus the Biſhop of Carthage were pre- 
ſent in the Conxc:l of Nice and brought home thoſe Copies which were pre- 
ſerved in the Ch:rch of Africa. For in all the ſubſcriptions of the Nicenc Conncid, 
whether Arab:ck or others,the name of Czc://;az appears; now Cxcilian was 
immediate Predeceſſor in Carthage ro Aurelizs who preſided in that Coun 
wherein theſe things were debated. And there 1t is exprelly ſaid, T here were 
but twenty Carors. But in order to further ſatisfaction, they decree that a 
meſſzge ſhould be ſent on purpoſe to Conſtantinople, Adtioch, and Alexan- 
aria to find out the authentick Copies of the NViceze Canons, and after a 
moſt diligent ſearch no more Caxozs could be found than what the 4fricav 
Fathers had before. And thence in the Epiſtle of 4zticas of Conſt.intinople 
written to the Council of Carthage, he acquaintsthem that he according to 
their deſire had ſent them the true and compleat Canons ( & irouangy ) of 
the VVicexe Council, And to the ſame purpoſe Cyri/ the Patriar.h of A- 
{exanaria mentioning their deſires of having 4a»% mm ive the moſt rrue and 
authentick copies out of the Archives of that Church, 1o he tells them he had 
{ent (-' meTu]a oo, an © auber]itns ourod's Ths w Th Nirgilo Ae) the moſt faithful copies 
of the authentick Synod of Nice. Now if there had been any ground in 
the world for Turrianws his conjecture, that the NVicexe Canons were tran- 
ſlated into Arabick by Alexander who was preſent at the Couxyy!, for the 
Benefit of thoſe in Pextapo/is or Aigypt who only underſtood that lan- 
guage, (and that before the Vicene Canons were burnt, of which Athanaſius 
complains).; who was more likely to have found out theſe Arabick Canons 
than Cyri/the Patriarch of Alexandria upen this occaſion elpecially, when 
the full zxnd authentick Copies were ſo extreamly deſired * And lince no 
ſuch thing at all appeared then, upon the molt diligent inquiry, What can 
be more evident, than that theſe eighty Arab:ck Canons are the impoſture 
of ſome latrer age ? Beſides, it theſe Cazozs had been genuine and authen- 
tick, what imaginable reaſon can be given why they were not inſerted in 
the Codex Canonumas the other twenty were ? For, as Jacobus Leſchaſſerius 
well obſerves, we are not to imagine that the Axcient Church was govern- 

edat Randome by Joole and diſperſed C:roms, where- 


Corfult atio de Controuery, inter Paul. g. &f > th *y - | == Fa 
trempub. Vent. apud, Goldaſt. Monarch. by it had been an eaſie matter to have foiſted in falſe 


Kut 3» Pe 444" and ſuppolititious Canons; bur that there was a cer- 


tain body and collection of them digeſted into an 
exact order ; fo that none could add to or take away any thing trom it : 
and whatever Canos Were not contained in this body had no power or 
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force at all inthe Charch. Anid that there was ſuch a Codex Canonum, that 
learned Perſon hath abundantly proved from the Conmnc:! of halted 
which hath many paſlages referring to it ; ſo that there is now no queſti- 
on made, but that which 7»/te//us publiſhed is the true collection of thoſe 
Canons of the Univerſal Church which were inſerted into the Codex + in 
which we find but only the twenry Canons of the Viceze Council * and 
that there could poſſibly be no more, appears by the number of the Cano 
as they are reckoned in the Couxcil of Chalredon. From whence it follows 
that only theſe twenty Caozs were ever own'd by the Umverſal Church ; 
for had the Fathers of the Church known of ſo many other C215 of the 
Nicene Conncil, (as lurely at leaſt the Patriarchs of Alexandria could nor 
be ignorant of them if there had been any ſuch) can we poſlibly think that 
thoſe who had ſo great a Veneration for the Nicene Conncil, \hould have 
left the far greater part of the Canoxs of it, out of the Code of the Churches 
Canons? Tam not 1gnorant of what 1s objetted by Binins, Bellarmin, and 
others, to prove that there were more than twenty Cazons of the Council 
of Nice; but thoſe proots either depend upon things as ſuppoſititions as 
the Arabick Canons themſelves, ſuchas the Epiſtles of Fulius and Athanaſius 
ad Marcum ; orelſe they only prove that ſeveral other things were de- 
termined by -the Viceze Conncil as concerning the celebration of Eaſter, 
rebaptizing Hereticks, and ſuch like, which might be by the As of the 
Council without putting them into the Canons, as Baroxius confeſſeth ; but 
there cannot be any evidence brought of any Cao» which concerned the 


Churches Polity (tor about that Theodoret and Nicephorns tell us the Canons 


were made ) which was not among theſe twenty. So that it appears that 
theſe Arabick Canons are a meer forgery of later times, there being no evi- 
dence at all that theywere known to the Church inall the 


Quoniam be ignoraſſe majores viſt ſunt, 


time of the four Geyeral Coupcils: and therefore Baro* 55,4 oborte contours in Br Thee 


zius, (notwithſtanding the pretences of Pi/anus and Tur- jricari,de its mentio neceſſaria incubuifler; 
x hec libent ins alits diſſerenda velinguemus. 


rianus trom the Alexandrian Copy,and that out of Marcel- Baron. ad An. 325. Fares no. 


lus his Library, yet) ſince theſe Canons were unknown in 
the Controverlie of the 4frican Church about the Nicene Canons, leaves the 
Patronage of them to ſuch as might be able to defend them. And Spondanus 


in his contraction of him, (though in his marginal note 


Quamobrem quod in epiſtola quadam Marce 


he faith, Barozus was ſometimes more inclinable to the 20 raceeln guodg; Trrie 


inlarged number of rhe Viceze Canons) yethe relates it 
as his poſitive opinion, that he rejected all but the twen- 
ty,whether Arabick or other, as ſpurious and ſuppoſiti- 
tious. You ſee then whata fair choice you have made 
of the third Canon of the Council of Nice to prove 
the ſuperiority of the Pope over other Patriarchs by ; 


anus profiteatur 80. inventos Arabica lin- 
gua ſcriptos, Latinitate ſe donaſſe--quoniam 
hec omnia ſcripta quibus ingens #lle numerus 
Canonum ſtabilitur, provſus incerte vel po- 
tins nullius ſunt fides ; nec aliquis unquam 
probatus antiquitatis auftor amplius quam 
20. Canones Nicene Synodz agnoviſſe repe- 
raatur, ceteros ab alizs aſſertos libentius re- 
jicimus. Spondan. Epiiom. Baron. ad A, 


when neither 15 it the third Cazoz, nor any Canon at all 
; | -. 325-142 
of the Council of Nice, buta ſpurious figment like thoſe 
of Iſidore Mercator, who thought all would paſs for gold: which made for 
the Interels ofthe Church of Rowe. | 
But were there not ſuch a ſtrong and pregnant evidence from authority 
to make it appear that theſe Cazoxs were /uppoſititions, yet the incongrut- 
ty ofthem, with the ſtate of the Church at that time would abundantly 
manifeſt it, if we had time to compare many of thoſe Canons with it. But 
that which is moſt material to our purpoſe, concerning rhe equality of the 
Patriarchs, your following words will put us upona further enquiry into, 
This alſo, {ay you (viz. I hat the Pope was head and Prince of all the Patri- 
archs) the pradtice of the Church ſhews, which is alwayes the beſt expoſitor and 
aſſertor of the Canons. For not only the Popes confirr:ation was reeuired to 
all new elefted Patriarchs, ht it belonged likewiſe to him to depoſe uniorthy 
| Aaaz (A2S, 
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ones, and reſtore the unjuſtly depoſed by others. We read of 30 lefs than eight ſe. 
veral Patriarchs of Conſtantinople depoſed by the Biſhop of Rome. Sixtus the 
third depoſed alſo Polycronius Biſhop of Hieruſalem, 2s his Acts ſet down in the 
firſt Tome of the Councils teſtifie. On the contrary, Arhanafius Patriarch of Alex- 
andria, aud Paulus Biſhop of Conftantinople, were by Julius rhe firſt reſtored to 
their refpettive Sees having been unjuſtly expelled by Hereticks. The ſame might be 
ſaid of divers others : over mhons the Pope did exerciſe the like authority : which 
he could never have dont, upon any other ground, than that of Divine right, and 
as being generally acknowledeed St. Peters Succeſſor in the Government of the 
whole Church. Three things I ſhall return you in Anſwer to this Diſcourle. 
1. That the Prafticeof the Church doth not ſhew any ſuch inequality as you con- 
tend for between the Pope and other Patrinrchs. 2. I hat wo ſuch praftice of the 
Church can be proved from the inſtances by you brought , And therefore, laſtly, It 
by ro means follows that the Pope exerciſed any ſuch authority by Divine right, or 
was acknorledoed to be St, Peters Succeſſour in the Government of the whole 
Church. I begin with the practice of the ancient Church, which is fo tar 
from being an evidence of ſuch an inequality of Parrrarchs as that you con- 
tend for, that nothing doth more confirm that which Ins Lordſhip faith 
concerning the equa/zty of them than that doth. For which we appeal to 
that famous teſtimony to this purpoſe in the ſixth Canon of the Vicene Conm 
cil, Let ancient cuſtomes prevail ; according to which, let the 


ao % Bun xz Tleylawbacs, W's F cy Biſhop of Alexandria have power over them who are in 
arcfardprie ini waſw Tl Agypt, Libya, and Pentapolis; becauſe this was likewiſe 
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x7 PArloyway % i THis dan wner Antioch and other Provinces, let the priviledges be pre- 
X leis, Tet Tys7ftie ore Far THIS EHKAn- ſerved to the Churches, Which Cazor is the more re- 


giais, Concll, 


Nicen. Can. 6. __ 
markable, becauſe it is the fir/t that ever was made by 


the ancient Church for regulating the rizhrs and priviledges of Churches over 
each other ; which there was like tobe now more conteſt about,not only by 
reaſon of the Churches liberty under Conſtantine, but becauſe ofthe new 4:ſpo- 
ſition of the Empire by him, which was made not long betore the ſitting of 
the Councilof Nice. But the particular occaſion of this Canox is generally 
ſuppoled to be this. Meletizs an ambitious Byhop in Egypr, much about 
the time that Arrizs broached his Hereſie at Alexandria, takes upon him 
to ordain Biſhops and others in Ag pr, without the conſent of the Byſþop of 
Alexandria. This caſe being brought before the Nicewe Fathers, they 
pronounce theſe ordinations x, depole Meler:zs, and, to prevent the like 
praCtices for the future, do Dy this Ca»oz confirm the ancient cuſtoms of 
that nature in the Charch; fo that the Biſhop of Alexanaria ſhould enjoy 
as full right and power over the Provinces of /Egypr, Libya, and Pentapol:, 
as the Biſhop of Rome had over thoſe ſubject to him, as likewiſe Aztoch 
and other Churches ſhould enjoy their former priviledors, Where we 
plainly fee that the ground of this extent of power is not attributed to 
any Divine right of the Biſhop of Rome, or any other M:1r0polrtan, but to 
the ancient cnſtome of the Church ; whereby it had obtained that ſuch 
Churches that were deduced ( as it were ſo many colonres) trom the Morher- 
Church, ſhould retain ſo much reſpett ro and dependence upon her, as not 
to receive any B{bop into them without the conſent of that Brſhyp who 
overned in the Metropolis, Which was the prime reaſon of the ſubor- 
dination of thoſe lefler Churches to the Metropolss : And this cultome be- 
ing drawn down from the firſt plantation of Churches, and likewiſe much 
conducing to the preſerving of 1z:ty in them, theſe Nrceze Fithers law 19 
reaſon to alter 1t, but ch to confirm it. For otherwiſe, there might 
have been continual bandying and oppoſition of letfer 13./bops, and 
Churches againlt the greater ; and therctore the Drſerpliye and Unity of 
the 
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the Church d1d call for this ſubordination ; which could not be better 
_ determined than by the ancient cuſtome which had obtained in the ſeve- 
ral Churches, It being found moſt convenient that the Churches in their 
ſubordination ſhould be moſt agreeable to the civil d;Þoſition of the Ex 
ire, And therefore for our better underitanding the torce and efeX of 
this Niceze Canon, we mult caſt our eye a little upon the c:4/ 45{poſition of 
the Roman Empire by Copſtantine, then lately altered from the former 
diſpoſition of it under Azgrſtus and Adrian. Hetherctore diſtributed 
the adminiſtration of the Government of the Roman Empire under four 
Prefetts Pratorio ; but tor the more convenient management of it, the 
whole body of the Empire was caſt into ſeveral Furi/aictions containing 
many Proviaces within them which were in the Law call'd Dyzoce/cs; over 
every one of which there was appointed a Vjcarins, or Lieutenant, to one 
of the Prefedti Pretorio, whole reſidence was in the chief City of the 
Dioceſe, where the Pretorium was, and juſtice was adminiſtredto all within 
that Dzoceſe, and thither appea/s were made. Under theſe were thoſe 
Proconſuls or Correttores who ruled inthe particular Provizces ; and had 
their reſidence in the Merropols of it, under whom were the particular 
Magiſtrates otevery City; now according to this diſpolition of the Empire, 
the Weſtern part of it contained in it ſeven of theſe Dzoceſes, as, under the 
Praefeitus Pretorio Galliarum, was the Dioceſe of Gaul, which contained 
ſeventeen Provinces; the Diocele of Britaiz, which contained five, (after- 
wards but three in Co»ſtantizes time) the Diocele of Spaziz, ſeven. Under 
the prefeitus Pretorio Italie, was the Dioceſe of Africa, which had ſix Pro- 
vinces, the Dzoceſe of Italy, whoſe ſeat was Milan,7. the Dioceſe of Rome, 10. 
Under the Prefeitus Pretorio Illyrici, was the Dioceſe of Ilhricurs, in which 
were ſeventeen Provixces. In the Eaſter» Diviſion, were the Dioceſe of 
Thrace, which had ſix Provinces, the Dioceſe of Poxtis 11. and fo the Dzo- 
ceſe of Aſia, the Oriental ( properly fo called) wherein Antioch was, 15. 
all which were under the Prefeius Pretorio Orientis ; the Egyptian Dioceſe, 
which had ſix Provinces, was under the Prefettus Augnſtalis ; 1n the time 
Theodoſirs the elder, {yricum was divided into two Dzoceſes, the Eaſtern, 
whoſe Metropolis was ' heſſalonica, and had eleven Pravizces, the Weſtern, 
whoſe Metropolis was Syrmzum, and had ſix Provinces. According to this 
diviſion of the Empire, we may better underſtand the Aﬀairs and Govern- 
ment of the Church, which was modePd much after the ſame way ; unleſs 
where Ancient cuſtom, or the Emperonr*s edit, did caule any variation. For 
25 the Cities had their B:ſhops, lo the Provinces had their Arch-Biſhops, 
and the Dioceſes their Primates, whoſe Juriſdiction extended as far as the 
Dioceſe did; and asthe Converts Juridici were kept inthe chief City of 
the Dioceſe for matters of Civil Judicature, 1o the chief Eccleſiaſtical 
Councils for the affairs of the Church, were to be kept there too ; for which 
there is an expreſs paſſage in the Cogex of T headoſius, whereby care 1s 
taken, That the ſame courſe ſhould be uſed in Eccleſia- 


Codex Theodof. de Epiſcop. |. 23. 


ſtical, which was in civil matters , ſo that ſuch things which Nai wayefs cat BEN hw & 
concerned them ſhould he heard in the Synods of the Dioceſe. netiis Eceleſraſticis obtinend? ſunt, fi 
Where the word Dioceſe is not uſed in the ſence the Afri- qua lunt —— 4d religion's obſervantiam per- 


tinentia, locis ſys Þ* a (ue dimieſeos Syno- 


can Fathers uſed it in, for that which belongec. to one 1; qaiufh. 

Biſhop (asit is now uſed ) but as it is generally uſed in 7 

the Codex of T heodoſius and Fuſtinian, and the Novells and Gr 7; C anons ; for 

that which comprehends init many Provinces,asa Proviace takes in leyeral 

Dioceſes of particular Biſhops. | | 
Theſe things being premiſed, we may the better underſtand the ſcope 

of the C10 of the Council of Vice ; in which three things are to our pur- 


pole conſiderable ; x. That it ſuppoſerh particular bounds and limits ſet 
to 
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to the Turiſaiction of thoſe who are mentioned in it. 2. That what Churches 
did enjoy priviledzes before this Council, had them confirmed by this Canoy, 
25not to be altered. 3. That the Churches enjoying theſe proviledges were 
not ſubordinate to each other. _ : 

x. That particular bounds and limits were org to the power of 
thoſe Churches therein mentioned. For, although we grant that this C:- 
on doth not fix or determine, What the bounds were of the Roma 
Biſhops power, yet that it doth ſuppole that it had its bounds, 15 apparent 
from the example being drawn from thence tor the /7m1ts of other Chu; ches. 
For, What an unlikely thing is it, that the Church of Rome ſhould be made 
the pattern for aligning the Uranits of other Metropolitan Churches, if thar 
had not its known /:m7ts at that time ? And, Can any thing be more ab. 
ſard or unreaſonable, than the Anſwer which Bellarmin give tO this place, 
That the Biſhop of Alexandria ought to govern thyje 
gubernavt illes pocincias, Provinces, becauſe the Roman Biſhop hath ſo accuſtomed,j,e. 


quia Romani Eprſcopus ita conſuevit,idejt, ſaith he,T o let the Alexandrian Biſhop govern them, Here 


quia Romanzes Epiſcopus ante omnem Conte 
liorum arfinitionem conſurvit permittere 


isan i4«/t witha witneſs, What will not theſe men 


Epiſcopo Alexandrino regimen AE þt, Li- break t rough, that can fo conhtidently obtrude {uck 
bye & Pentapolis. Bellarm, deRou. Porte no onftrous interpretations upon the credulous world ! 
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| Is it poſſible to conceive when the Cazox makes uſe of 

the parallel of the Roman Biſhop,and makes that the ground why the Biſhop of 
Alexandria ſhould enjoy full power over thoſe Provinces, becanſe the Biſhop of 
Rome 44 ſo;that the meaning ſhould be, Thar he gave the Biſhop of Alexandria 
powerto govern thoſe Provinces! They who can believe luch things, may ealily 
find arguments for the Pope's unlimited Supremacy every where. I make no 
ſcruple to grant what Be//armin contends for, from the Epiſtle of N'ico- 
{aus 1. That the Council did not herein afſign limits to the Church of Rome, 
but made that a pattern _ to order the. Government of other 
Churches. And from thence it is ſufficiently clear to any reaſonable man, 
that the /z-75 of her Government were, though not ry Far yet ſuppo- 
ſed by the Council, For otherwiſe, How abſurd wereit ro ſay, Let the 
Biſhop of Alexandria govern Agypt, Libya, and Pentapolis, becauſe the Biſhop 
of the Church of Rome hath no limits at all, but governs the whole Church ? 
Doth not 7#= ovnvis import ſome parallel cuſtom. in the Church of 
Rome, and name therefore what that is, ſuppoſing he hath no limits ſer to 
his Furiſdiftion ? Tes, 1t may be you will reply, He had limits as a Metro- 
politan, but not as Head of the Church. Grant me then, that he had limits 
as Metropolitan, and then prove you, that ever he had any unlimited 
power acknowledged as Head of the Church. Would they ever have made 
ſuch an inſtance in him, without any diſcrimination of his ſeveral crpacities, 
if they had known any other power that he had, but only as a Metropol:- 
zan? Nay, might not the Biſhops of Antioch, and Alexandria, be rather 
{uppoſed to have the greater power, becauſe their Provixces were much 
larger here than his. And although Bellarmiz uſeth that as his great ar- 
gument, Why Raffinrs his expoſition cannot hold, Becauſe the Biſhop of 
Rome would have a leſſer Dioceſe affioned him, than either the Biſhops of An- 
rioch, or Alexandria; yet when we conſider, What hath been laid alrca- 
dy of the agreement of the Cv:/ and Eccleſiaſtical Government, a ſufficient 
account may thence be given of it. Foras the Prefedtus Augnſtalis had all 
the Provinces of /zypt tor his Droceſe, lo had rhe Biſhop of Alexanari;and, 
as the Lieutenant of Antioch had that which was properly called the Orexr, 
containing hifreen Provixces under him, ſo had the Biſhop of Antioch; and 
by the ſame proportion, the power of the Biſhop of Rome did correſpond to 
the Dioceſe of the Roman Lientenint, which was over thoſe ten Prov;zces 
which were ſubjeCt to his Jarididion, as it was diftin& from the Dzocef 
of 
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of Italy, which was under that Lieutenznt, whoſe reſidence was at Mil. 

Here we {ce then a parity of reaſon in all of them : and therefore I cannot 

but think that the true account of the Suburbicary Churches in Ruffnus 

his expoſition of this Cazoz, is, that which we have now ſet down, 222, 

thoſe Chsrches winch lay within the ten Provinces ſubjetto the Roman 
Lientenaut. But of them more afterwards. That which I now inſiit ON, 

is, that the Biſhop of Rome had then a limited Furiſaiction, as other Metro- 

politans and Pr imats had. Nay, ifwe ſhould grant that the z7/e produ- 

ced by Paſchaſinms n the Council of Chalcedon to this Canon, were not ſuch 

a forgery as that of Zoſmms, yet the moſt that could prove, was only this, 

That the Ro-raz Church had alwayes the primacy within her Dvoce/c, 1. e. 

all Metropolitical power ; but not. that it had an ynlimited primacy 1n the 

whole Church, which was a thing none of thoſe Fathers who lived in the 

time of the four Concls, did ever acknowledge; but alwayes oppoſed 

any thing tending tot, asappears by thoſe very proceedings of Paſchaſinus 

at the Conncil of Chalcedon, and by the C:rnons of that Conxcil, and of the 

Council of Conſtantinople. And it isa rare Anſwer to ſay, That thoſe Canons 

are not allowed by the Roman Church ; for by that very Anſwer it appears, 

that they did oppoſe the Pope*s Sypremacy, or elſe doubtleſs they would 

have been allowed there, But that the Pope's Metropolitical Power was con- 

fined within the Ro-zan Dioceſe, lo as not to extend to the Tralich, we have 

this pregnant evidence, that it appears by the occaſion of the Viceze Ca- 

207, that the main Power conteſted for, was that of Ordination; and it is 

evident by Theodoret and Syreſius his Epiſtles, that the Biſhop of Alexandria Theodoret. 
did retain it as his due by virtue of this Cazoz, to ordain the Biſhops of Pen- Bag hn of 
rapelis as well as Ag ypt. But now the Biſhop of Rome did not ordain rhe Theophil. 
Biſhop of Milan who was in the alick Dioceſe; for S. Ambroſe was ordain- *\<xand- 

ed B:ſhop by a Syzod of 1taly at the appointment of the Emperour Yalenti- 

ian, andby an Epiſtle of Pe/agizs. r.4. D. 555. it appears that the Biſhops 

of Aquileia and Ma, were wont to ordain each cther ; which, though 

he would have believed, was only to ſave charges in going to Rome ; yet 

as that /-arzcd and 1ngenuous perſon Petrus de Marci obſerves, the true 

reaſon of it, was, becauſe Milan was the Head of the | 5 

lalick Dioceſe, as appears by the Council of Aquileia, —_ q preg ey-comgh pon WP FO 
and therefore the ordination of the Biſhop of Agquileia, jratice, ut conſtat ex Concilio Aquileienſs, 
did of right belong to the Bi hop of Milan ; axd the or- _—_— Fried —— 6 a0 
atnation of the Bſhop of Milan ard b elong to him of TT $1 Ten 
Aquileia, 4s the chief —— of the general Sy- ad Aquileienſem Epiſcopum, quod primes 
nod of the Italick Droceſe. Although afterwards the ora — P yew y_ 
Biſhops of Rome got it 1o far into their hands, that cord. Sacerdor. 8 1mp. 1.6. c. g. feRt. 7: 
their conſent was necellary for ſuch an ordination, 

yet that was only when they began more openly to encroach upon the li- Ibid. ſe. 8. ; 
berties of other Chnrches. But, as the ſame learned Author goes on, thoſe 

Provinces whicl) lay out of /za/y,did undoubtedly ordain their own Metropo- 

litans, witho.t the aut! ority or conſent of the Biſhop of Rowe,which he there 

largely proves ot the Afr:can, Spamiſh, and French Chorehes, It foilows then 

from the ſcope of the /Vicene Canon, and the prattice of the Church, that the 

Biſhop of Rome had a limited Juriſdiction, as the b:/bops of Alexandria, and 

Antioch, and other Primates had. 

2. That what Churches did enjoy priviledges before had them confirmed by & 6. 
this Canon, as not to be altered. For It makes provition againſt any ſuch 
alteration, by ordaining that the ancient cuſtoms ſhouid be in force 
ſtill. And according y we tind 1t decreed in the /ecoxd Cazon Of the Cons 


ftantinopolitan Council, 1 hat the ſame limits of Dioceſes ſhenld be obſ. _ 
whic 
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which were decreed in th: Council of Nice ; and that none ſhould intrude to 

do auy thing in the Dioceſes of others. And by the earneſt and vehement 

Epiſtles of Pope Leo tO Anatoliys, WE ſee the main thing he had to plead 

againtt the advancement of the Patriarch of Conſtantinople was, that by this 

means the moſt ſacrea Decrees of the Council of Nice would be violated, We 

ſec then, that thoſe priviledges which belonged to Churches then, ought 

ſtill to be inviolably obſerved ; ſo that thoſe Churches which then had F-;i- 

mates and Merropolitans of their own, might plead their own right by vir- 

tuc of the Nicene Canon, SO we find it decreed in that Corzcrd of Flr ſes 

in the famous caſe of the Cyprian Biſhops; tor their Mcyrropolrres being 

dead ( 1 -oi1us the Biſhop of Conſtince) the Biſhop of Antioch pretended that 

it belonged to him to ordain their Merropolitur, becaule Coproswis with- 

coi; pre, in the civil Juriſdiction of the Droce/e of Antioch; upon this the © wpr17 
act. 7.part 2: Biſhops make their complaint to the Gemeral Council at E phe /-5, and ground 
pe 424+ it upon that anc.ent cuſtom which the NVriceze Canon 1nfilts on, v2. that 
their Metropolitan had been exempt from the Trri/art/ir ol the Bſhyp of 

Azutio:h, and was ordained by a $3x0d of C1priaz B:ſhops ; which priviledge 

was not only confirmed to them by the Epheſine Conncil, but a general ce- 

cree palled, That the rights of every Province ſhoulda be preſerved n hole and 

inviolate, which it had of old according to ancient @@- 

" Edofs Toinuy TH is hs 1 gr i ftom. Which was not a decree made meerly in ta- 
eee bots Gineca af vour of the Cyprian Biſhops, but a common aſſerting 
COIs dverf}zy Kalſel 75 Taha Frag the rights of Metropolitans, that they ſhould be held 
Each EN "2 Con. INviolate. Now therefore it appears, that all the 
cil. Part. 2. AR- 7+ P- 426. Churches: then were far from bcing under one of the 
three Patriarchs, of Rome, Antioch, or Alexandria; tor, 

not only the three Dzoceſes of Pontus, Aſia, and 7 hracia, were exempt (ak 

though afterwards wy voluntarily fubmitted to the Patrrarch of Conſtants 

nople) but likewiſe all thoſe Churches which were in diſtin&t Dioceſes trom 

theſe, had Primates of their own, who were independent upon any other. 

Upon which account it hath not only been juſtly pleaded in bchalf of the 

Britannick Churches, that they are cxcmpt from the Juriſdition of the Ro- 

2 man Biſhop; but it is ingenuoutly confeſſed by F:- 

_ +1 pany | 1h; oye #,,- ther Barns, That the Britannick Church might plead 
hohderetar, HE auten privilegium etſi abo- Tt he Cyprian priviledge, that it was ſubject to no Patriarch. 


litum olim ſuit bellorum tumultibus & vt, And, although this priviltedve WA5 taken away by force ard 
tamen cum tempore Henrace 8. totais Yegns : 


conjenſu fuerit vepetitum, &* ab e tempore tumult, yet being reſtored by the conſent of the Ringavim, in 

pacifice preſcriptum : LOT fs ergo Vee Henry 8. time, and quietly exjoyed ſince, t ought fo bt ri 

oro rely 9 - =qp>44y "6 eng tained for peace ſake, without prejudice of Catholiciſm, azd 
5 'O . . ; 


lIico-Romanus Pacificus MS, (e6t. 3. the brand of Schiſm. It ſo, ccrtainly it canbe no Sch(p, 
to withdraw trom the uſurped Anthority of the Rom2 
Church. Butthele things have been more largely infiſted on by others, ard 

therefore I paſs them over. ; 

3. From thence it follows, that there was then an egua/iry, not only 
among the Patriarchs { whole name came not up till ſome time after the 
Conc of Nice ) but among the ſeveral Primates of Dioceſes, all enjoying 
equal power and authority over their reſpective Dioceſcs, without ſubordt- 
nation to each other. Bur here it is vehemently pleaded by ſome, who 
yet are no Frxas to the unlimited power of the [omar (hop. 1 hat it t 
hardly conceivable, that he ſhould have no other power in the Church, but acr- 
ly as Head of the Roman Dioceſe, and that it appe ars by the Acts of the Church 
he had a regular preheminence above others in ordering the Affairs of the 
Church. To which Tanſwer, x. It this be granted, it is nothing at all ro 
that Univerſal Paſtorſhip over the Church, which our a7 erſarres Contend 
tor, 25 ae by divize right, and acknowl. dvd 19 te fo by ceaſcat of the Church. 


Let 
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'Letthe Bop of-Rome then quit his former plea, and infiſt only on this, and 
we {ba!! [pcedily return an Anſwer, and ſhew, How far thts Canonical Pr:- 
macy did extend, Bur, as long as he challengeth a S$»premzacy upon other 
rounds, he forteits this rz2/t, whatever 1t 15, which comes by the Canons of 
the Church. 2. What meerly comes by the Caxozs of the Chrch, cannot 
bind the Church to an ablolyre ſubmiſſion, in caſe that authority be abuſed 
to the Churches apparent prejudice. For the Church can never give away 
her Poycr to ſecure her ſelf againſt whatever incroachments tend to the 
znjury Of it. This power then may be reſcinded by the parts of the Church, 
when it tends to the miſchief of it. 3. This Canoncal preheminence is not 
the mainthing we diſpute with the Church of Rowe ; let her reform her ſelf 
from all thoſe erroars and corruptions which are in her communion, and 
reduce the Church to the primitive purity and ſimplicity. of Faith and Wor- 
ſhip, and then ſee if we will quarrel with the Pr:maacy of the B:ſhup of Roxze, 
according to the Cazoxs, or any regular preheminence in him meerly in or- 
der to the Churches Peace and Unity. But this 15 not the caſe between us 
and them, they challenge an «limited power, and that by divine rioht, 
and nothing elſe will ſatisfie them but this, although there be neither any 
oround in Scr/pture for it, nor any evidence of it inthe practice of the Ancz- 
ent Church. 

But however, we mult ſee, what you produce for it ; Firſt, you ſay; 
The Pove”s Confirmation was required to all new eleffed Patriarchs. To that 
I ſhall return the full and fatisfattory Anſwer of the 


late renowned Arch-biſhop of Paris, Petrus de Marca, 
where he propounds this as an ObjeCtion out of Baro- 
zius, and thus ſolves it ; That the confirmation of Patri- 
archs by the Biſhop of Rome, was zo token of Turiſaittion, 
but only of receiving into Communion, and a teſtimony of 
his conſent to the conſecration already performed, And this 
was no more than was done by other Biſhops in refe- 
rence to the Biſhop of Rome himſelf ;. for S. Cypriar 
writing to Ant0n:anns about the 'election of Cornelius 
faith, {hat he was not only choſen by the ſuffrage of the 
people, and teſtimony of the Clergy ; but that his elettion 
w.zs confirmed by all their conſent. May not you then 
as well ſay, That the Biſhop of Carthage had power 
over the Brſhop of Rome, becauſe his ordination was con- 
firmed by him, and other Africa» Biſhops. But any 
one who had underſtood better than you ſeem to do, 
the proceedings of the Church 1n thoſe ages, would ne- 
ver have ok this an argument of the Pope”s Autho- 
rity over other Patriarchs, ſince, as the ſame Petrns de 
Mzarca obſerves, It w.is the cuſtom in thoſe times, that not 


D104 ad Patriarchas attinet, reſponders po«- 
teſt, Confirmetionem #{lam non efſe gnum ju- 
riſdiftzonis, ſed tantum ſuſceptionis in com- 
munionem, & teſtimonium quo conſtabat, 
ſummum Pontificem conſent ire conſecrations 
Jam peracte.Pertrus de Marci de Concord, 
Cc. Sacerdor, & Imper. 1. 6. c. 5. ſeR&. 2, 


Faftus eſt autem Cornelius Epiſcopus de Dez 
& Chriſt# ejus judicio,ede Clericorum pene 
omnium teſtimonio, de plebis que tunc affuit 
ſuſfragio, &+ de $2cerdoill antiquorum & 
bonorun virorum Collegio — Cum Fabiaui 
locus varartt, quo accupato de Deivoluntate 
& omnium noſtrim conſentione Firmato. 
Cyprian. ep. 52. P. 75+ cd, Rigalt. 


Luippe uſureceptum erat per illas tempefta- 
tes, ut Patriarche, & ipſe etiam Romanus 
Pontifex recens eleftus, literas de ſua ordi- 
natione mitterent ; quibus addebatur profeſ- 
fo fidet in Synadicrs torum Epiſtolts con» 
ſcripta, Petrus de March. ib. 


only the Patriarchs but the Roman Biſhop himſclf upon their elettion, were wont 
ro ſend abroad Letters, teſtifying their ordination, to which was added a profeſſion 
of” Faith contained in their Synodical Epiſtles. Upon the receipt of which, 
Communicatory Letters were lent to the perſon newly.ordained, to teſtifie 
their Communion with him, in cale there were no juſt impediment produced. 
So that this was only a matter of Fraterzal Communron, and importing no- 
thing at all of Jari/difi0n; but the B:ſhops of Rome, who were ready to make 
uſe of all occaſions to advance their own Grazdexr, did in time make uſe 
of this for quite other ends, than it was primarily intended ; for, in caſe of 
any ſuſpicions and jealouſies of any thing that might rend to-the di{-lervice 
of their See, they would then deny their Communzcatory Letters as Strpli- 
cis did in the cale of rhe Patriarch of Alexandria. And inthat Confirma- 

Bbb tion 
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Ut per tata mandum una neh:s fit Wnns 
(nmmenions intieritcs, in qua foctetatem 


tion of zt2ato!rrs by Leo 1. which Bronizs ſo much inhiſts on, Leo himſelf 

gives a ſuthcient account of it, 222. 70 manifeſt that 

there was but ont entire Communion among them thro. 
, : ating 


tae dilitionis amplectomury Cy g:ſtorun qe the world. So thar it the Pope *5 OWN judgement nay ba 
Jr 7:7 mis ſeriem, aece arts munit a7 [19- taken, this Conkrmation Of new elected Putriarchs im- 


ſerspriomibus approam:ts, LEO Is EP- 3% 


Theodoret., 
n. $» Ce 23, 


$. 8. 
P. 184» 


De Concord. 
l.7.C.1, ſe.6. 


ported aothing of 7 ariſaitigg. Bur, in caſe the Pops did 


deny their Commrnccatory Letters, that did nor preſently hinder them from 


the execution of their othce ; as appears by the inltance of Flivimwus, the 
Patriarch of Antioch : toralthough three Roman Bijhops luccellivel y OPPpo- 
ſed him, Damaſes, Syricins, and Anaſtiſins, and uſed great un portunity with 
the Ez20:r047, that he might not continue in his pl.ice, yet kccauſe'the Chicr- 
ch:s of the Orient, Aſt, Pontus, and 1 hracta, did approve of him, and co v- 
municate with him, he oppoled their conſent againit the Brſhops of Rome. 
Upon which, and the Ezzp: ours levere checking them tor their pride and 
contention, they at lalt promiſed the Emperory, that they would lay alide 
their enmity, and acknowledge him. So that, notwithſtanding whatever 
the Reman hips could do againſt him, he was acknowledged tor a trus P;- 
triarch, and at laft their conlent was given only b renewing Conmmuunton . 
with him ; which certainly is tar from being an $" Gan of the Pope*s power | 
over the other Patriarchs. 

Whereby we alſo ſce, What little power he had in depoſing them; al- 
though you tell us, 7 hat it belonged likewiſe to him to de Poſe unworthy ones, and 
reſtore the unjuſtly depoſed by others. But, that the power of depoling Biſhops 
wasancicntly in Provincial Councils, appears ſufficiently by the fifth Cazon of 
the Niceze Council, and by the practice of the Church, both before and afrer 
it ; and it isacknowledged by Perrus de Marci, that the ſole power of depoling 
Biſhops, was not inthe hands of the Biſhop of Rom, till about eight hundred 
years ſince ; and refutes the Cardinal Perron for laying otherwiſe; and atter- 
wards largely Proves, that the Supreme authority (0)1 depoſing Biſhops, was itill 
in Provincal Councils, and that the Pope had nothing to do in it, till the de- 
cree of the Sardican S znod, in the caſe of Athanaſins ; which yet, he ſaith, did 
not (as is commonly ſaid) decree A4ppe./s to be made to Rowe, but only 
oave the Bijhop of Romepower to Review their ations, but {till reſerving to 

ovincial Councils that Authority which the Vicene Conn! had eftablithed 
them in. All the power which he chen had, was only this, that he might de- 
cree that the matters might be handled over again, but not that he had the 
POWET himſelfot depoling or reſtoring Biſho s: Which is proved with that 
clearne(s and evidence by that excellent Author, that I ſhall refer you tohim 
for it : and conſider the inſtances produced by you to the contra ry. Wer read 
(ſay you) of 70 lefo than etoht ſeveral Patriarchs of Conlta ntinople depoſed by 
the Biſhop of Rome. Surely if you had read this your ſelf, you would hare 
quoted the place, with more care and accuracy than you do: for you give us 
only a blind citation of aneEpiltle of Pope Nicolans, to the Emperour Michacl, 
ncither citing the words, nor telling us which it is, when there are ſeveral, 
and thoſe no very !hort ones neither. But however, it is well c] wen, ro have 
a Popes teſtimony 1 his own cauſe, and that ſuch a Pope who was then in 
contelt with the Pa!r7arch of Conſtantinople, and that too ſo long atter the 
encroachments of the Brſhops of Rome, It being in the ninth Ce ntury s and 
yet forall this, this Pope doth not ſay thoſe words which you would falten 

upon him ; that which he faith, is, *[ hat now: of the 


{COT HO FLOBRUED, aut CErt6 visy borum Biſhops of Conſtantinople, Or ſcarce any of them, were 
Rt fre Conjenſu Rumani Pontificis 16- , 


rrrtt iy Ciectis. 


Nico!. 1. epiſt8-Michacl.” ejected without the conſent of the B:thop of Rome. And 


Ivp. Tom. 6, Concil. p. 5c.5. then inſtanceth in Maximus, N*{torins, Accroins, tt 


— 11. thimns, Sereins, Pyrrhus, Paulus, Petrus : but his de- 
ſign in this, is only to ſhew that Jenatins the Patrizrch ought not to have 
been 
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been depoſed without his conſent. But what is all this to the Pope's ſole 
power of depoſing ? when even at that rime, the Pope did not challenge it 
Bur, ſuppoſing the Popes had done it before, it doth not follow that it was ia 
their power to do it, and that the Cazoxs had given them right to do it, but 
leaſt of all certainly that they had a Divzze right tor it, which never was 1n 
the leaft acknowledged by the Church as to a dpobtion of Patriarchs, which 
you'contend for. Bur beſides this, you ſay, Sixtus the third depoſed Polychro- 
nius Biſhop of Hieruſalem. Whereas Sixtus ohly ſent eight perſons froma 
Synodat Rome to Hieruſalem, who when they came there, did not offer to 
depole Polychroxins by vertue of the Popes power ; but a Synod of ſeventy or 
more neighbour Biſhops were call'd, by whom he was depoſed ; and yet af- | 
terall this, Bizius himſelf condemns thoſe 4#s which report this ſtory, for iy" 2. COnc31, 
ſpurious ; there being a manifeſt repugnancy in the time of them, and no *** 
ſich perſonas Polzchronins ever mentioned by the Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtorians of 
that time, and other fabulous Narrations inſerted in them. Yer theſe are 
your goodly proofs of the Popes power todepole Patria?chs. 

Bur we muſt ſce whether you have any better ſucceſs in proving his 
power to reſtore ſuch as were depoſed ; for which you only inſtance in 
Athanaſins and Paulus reſtored by Julius ; whole caſe muſt be further exami- 
ned, which, inſhort, is this : 4rhanaſius being condemned by the Syods of 
Tyreand Antioch, gocs to Rome, where he and Paulus are received into Com- 
munion by Ju/ius, who would not accept of the Decree of the Eaſtern Bi- 
ſbops which was ſent after him to Rome. For Pope Julius did not formally 
Mr to reſtore F:hanafius to his Church, but only owned and received him 
into Communion as Biſhop of Alexandria, and that becauſe he looked on the 
proceedings as unjuſt in his condemnation. And all that Falivs himſelf | 
pleads for, is, not a power to depoſe or reſtore Patriarchs himſelf, but only 4. c.4-ſett.d, 
chat ſuch things ought not to have been done without communicating thoſe 
proceedings to him, which the Unity of the Church might require. And 
therefore Petrns de Marca ſaith, that Baroxins, Bellarmin, and Perron are all 
ſtrangely out in this ſtory, when they would infer, That the cauſes of the 
Eaſtern Biſhops upon appeal were to be judged by the Biſhop of Rome : 
whereas all that Julius pleads for, is, that ſuch things ſhould not be done 
by the Eaftern Biſhops alone, which concerned the depoſition of ſo great a 
perſon in the Church as the Patriarch of Alexandria, but that there ought 
to be a Council both of the Eſter and Weſter Biſhops ; on which account 
afterwards the Sardican Synod was called. , But when we conlider with 
what heat and ſtomach this was received by the Eaſtern Biſhops, how 
they abſolutely deny that the Weſter» Biſhops had Iny more to dg 
with their proceedings, than they had with theirs; when they ſay, that rhe” 
Pope by this uſurpation was the caule of all the miſchief that followed, we 
ſce what an excellent inſtance you have made choice of, to prove the Popes 
power of reſtoring Biſhops by Divine right, and that this was acknowledged by 
the whole Church. | | 

The next thing to be conſidered is that ſpeech of St. Augn/tize, That in &. 9, 
the Church of Rome there did alwayes flouriſh the Prin- ov ems mea cots! 
tipality of an Apoſtolick Chair. As to which his Lord- ppg rs par. 'S andy = 
ſhip faith, That weither was the word Principatus ſo 
great, nor the Biſhops of thoſe times [0 little, as that Principes axd Principatus Þ: 148 
are not commonly given them both by the Greek and Latin Fathers of this 
great and learnedſt age of the Church made up of the fourth and fifth hundred 
years, alwayes underſtanding Principatus of their ſpiritual. power, and within 
the limits of their ſeveral juriſdittions, which perhaps now and then they did 
occaſionally exceed. And there is not ove word in St. Auguſtine, that this 
Prixcipality of the Apoſtolick Chair in = goth of Rome was then, or ought 
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to be now exerciſed. over the whole Church of Chriſt as Bellarmin 3zſinuates 
there, and as A.C., would have it here: Toall this you fay nothing to pur. 
7,184 poſe; but only tell us, That the .B ” by this makes way. to ſome other pretty 
perver ſions (as you call them ) of zhe Fas Father. For we muſt know, lay 
you, that he is entering upon that main Queſtion concerning the Donatiſts of 
Africk ; and he is ſo indeed, and chat not only for clearing the meaning of 
St. Auguſtine in the preſent Epiſtle, but of the whole Controverſie, to which 
a great light will be given by atrue account. of thoſe proceedings. Thus 
P. 159 then his Lordſhip goes on. Azd toprove thay St, Auguſtine did not inteyd 
by Principatus hereto give the, Romar Biſhop any power out of his own limits 
( which God knows were far ſbort of the whole Church) 1 ſhall make it moſt anani- 
feft out of the ſame Epiſtle. For afterwards ( /aith St, Auguſtine ) nhe# the 
pertinacy of the Dowatiſts could not be reſtrained by the African Biſhops, quty 
they gave them leave to be heard by forraign Biſhops. And _ that he fath 
4" - theſe words: And yet peradventure Melciades the Bybop 
Pe1gant ad Fratves & Colleg as wajeres not of the Roman Church, with his Colleagues the tranſmarine 
marinarum Eccleſrarum Epiſcopos. es AY . '. 
Ep. 162. EE ' Biſhops, non debuit, ought not to uſurp to himſelf this 
An forte non debutt Romane Eceleſpe Met- ju dATrement which was determind by ſeven ” African Bi. 
ciades Fpiſcapus ,eum-Lollegtt LEN 110.005 ; Tigil! ſitting Primate. And what wi 
Thilcooi ilud fibs uferpare inticium quod ſhops 3 Tigiitanus, (ittimg Primate. And what will you 
ab Afr Septazginta,ubi aig od paper ſay if he did not uſurp this power 4 for the Emperour bes 
4 ajevit Jaap —_ Imperator, ing a:ſired, ſent B:ſhops Tuages, which ſbould ſit Qnith him, 
Padices miſit Epiſcopos, qui cum toſederent," and determine what was juſt upon the whole cauſe." In which 
& ae tot illd cauſa,quod juſtum videretur, paſſage, ſaith his Lordſhip there are VETY MANY thines 0b- 
flatuerent. S. Avg: We. fſervable. As firſt, That the Roman Prflate came not in 
till there was leave for them to go to Tranſmarine Biſhops. Secondly, That if 
the Pope had come 11 without this leave, it had been an Uſurpation. Thirdly, 
That when he did thizs come in, not by his own Authority, but by Leave, there 
were other Biſhops made Judges with him. Fonrthly, 1 hat theſe other Biſhops 
were appointed and ſent by the Emperour ani his power ; that which the Hope 
leaſt of all will endure. Laſtly, Leſt the Pope and his Adherents ſhould ſay, 
this was an Uſurpation in the Emperour, St. Auſtin tells ns a little before in 
| = 8 ' the ſame Epiſtle ſtill, that this doth chiefly belong ad curam 
At cars cara, de qui rationm Drovendte ne pe Emperors care and charge, and that he i 
turys 6jt, 125 5lla maxims pirtzrebat. 1d. 1b, JUS, FO BI LMIPET ONT 3 C47 EET Os CO Be 68 FO 
| ive an account to God for it. And Melciades did ſit 
and judge the buſineſs with all Chriſtian Prudence and Moderation. So at this 
time the Roman Prelate was not received as Paſtour of the whole Charch, ſay 
A. C. what he pleaſe ; nor had he Supremacy over the other Patriarchs. In 
o:der to the better ſhaping your Anſwer to this Diſcourſe, you pretend 
to give us a true Narrative of the Donatiſts proceedings, by the ſame 
figure that Luciazs Book 1s inſcribed De vera hiſtoria. There are ſeveral 
things therefore to be taken notice of in your Narrative, before we come 
to your particular Anſwers, whoſe {trength depends upon the matters 
of fact. Eh | 
Firſt, You give no ſatisfactory account at all, Why, if the Popes Uni- 
verſal Paſtourſhip had been then owned, the firlt appeal on both ſides was 
not made to the Biſhop of Rome ; for 4nſo great a Schiſnz as that was be- 
tween the different parties of Cecilian and Majorinus, To whom ſhould 
they have direAtly gone but to Me/chiades then Biſhor of Rowe ? How 
comes it to paſs that there is no mention at all of his judgement by either 
party, till Conſtantine had appointed him to be one of che Tudges ? St. Au- 
ſtin indeed pleads in behalf of Cecr/ranu, why he would not be judged by 
the African Syu9d of LXX. Bithops, that there were thouſands of his Colleagues 
on the other ſide the Sea, whom he might be tryed by. But why not by the 
A:;. 99.152 Biſhop of Rome alone, if the Univerſal Paſtourſhip did belong to him ? 
But your Narrative gives us a rare account, why the Donati/ts did not go 
ro 


——_—_. 


Chap.” V. _. Of the Romain Churches Authority: 


— _—_— 


373 


ro the-Pope before they went to the: Emiperoar, : viz... That they durſt not appeat 
thereyor elſe knew 1t would be to little purpoſe. ''. Bur by what. Azguments do 
you prove they durſt not appear-thete before, whenwe ſee they. vent readily 
thither after the Emperony had appointed Rotee for the place; cwhere therr 
cauſe was to be heard ; it they thought it were to ſo little pu rpole ? For we 
{ce che Dozat:ſts never exceptagaintt rhe p/are arall, or theirer/9p of rhe Bz- 
ſhop of Rome , but upon the command of Conſtantive made* known to:them 
by Anlinws the Proconſul of Africdzten of their party go-to Roxze to nego- 
riatetheiraftairs before the De/e2.2res, | This isbuttherefore a very lameac- 


count, why the #7/t appeal thould'be to the Emperour and:notito the Pope, if 


he had been then known to bexlie Uziverſal Pafoar of the Chinrch. But tay 
you-turther, 7 he Emperour difliked their proceeditgs, and told thi exreſty, 


[ hat it belonged wot to him, neither durſt he att: theipart of a-Judae in a tatfe of 


Biſhops. .. But on what grounds hedurſt not do it, we may ealily judge by this 
undertaking it atlaſt; and paſſing final judgement in thisrayſe himſelf at- 
ter the Councils at Rome, at Arles, could nor pitt an end to-it.''" Tf Conftantine 
had judged it «zl, could their importugity have excuſed it? and could 
it be any other than -/awfu! it the Pope were the Univer/al-Paſtory of the 
Church? Do youthink it would beaccounted a ſufficientplea amorig you 
now, forany Prizceto aſſume to himſelf the judgemenr of any cauſe al- 
ready determined by the Pope, becauſe of the 7»2portuniry of the perſons con- 
cerned 'in it ? Indeed Coſt zrtizte did at firit prudently wave the buſineſs 
himſelf, and that I ſuppoſe the rather becauſe the Doxarifs - in their Petiti- 
on had intreated that - one the Biſhopsi'of Gaul might tmpire the buſi- 
neſs ; either becauſe that wasthen the place of the Emperozrs reſidence, or 
elſe that Gaz! under Conſtaxtins had eſcaped the late perſecution, and 
therefore were not tyabic to the ſuſpicion of thoſe crimes whereof Cecilian 
and Felix of Apiuzg were accuſed. . But however though Conſtantine did 


not ſit as Judge himſelf, he appointed Mariuw, Rheticias, 'and Maternns, to 


joyn with Melch:ades the Biſhop-of Rome in the determining this caſe. Bur 


this he did, you ſay,to comply with the Donariſts, What, to joyn other Bi- 


ſhops with the Head of the Church in equal power for deciding Contro- 
verlies ? and all this meerly to-comp!y with the Schi/ſgratical Donatiſts ? 
was' this, think you, becoming one who believed the Popes Univerſal Pa- 
ftourſbip by Divine Right ? Well fare then the Anſwer of others who leve to 
Ipeak plain truths,and impute all theſe proceedings toConſtartines [gmorance 
of his duty, being yet but a Catechumen 1n Chriſtian Reli2ion, and therefore 
did, he knew not what : But methinks the Untverſa/ Paſtour or lome of 
thoſe nineteen Biſbops who fat at Rome in this buſineſs, or of thoſe two 
hundred who you ſay met afterwards at Arles about ir, ſhould have a 
lirtle better inſtructed him in his duty ; and nof let him go fo taron in it, 
as from delegating, Judees to hear it, and among them the H-24 of the 
Church, to om it afterwards himſelf both to hear and determine it. /f 
the Emperour had (as you ſay ) proteſted againſt this as in it felf unlawful, 
would none of the B:ſhops. hinder: him from, doing it ? But where doth 
Conſtantize profels againſt it as i» it ſelf unlawful? ifſo, no circumſtances, 
no importunities could ever make it lawful: Unleſs you think the ;-2por- 
runity of Joſephs Miſtreſs would have made adultery no ſir in him. It 
Conſtantine ſaid he would ask the Biſhops pardon in it, that might be, as looking 
on them as the more competent Judzes, but not thinking it val.vful in it ſelf 
for him to do, as you ſay, 

Well, but you tell us, 1t ws rather the juſtice and moderation of the Ro- 
man Prelate, that he came not in before it was due time, and the matter order- 
ly brought before him. Tam: very much of your mind in this, and ifall Popes 
fince Melchizdes bad uſed rhe ſame juſtice and moderation, to have _ till 

| things 
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things had been orderly brought to them, and not uſurped upon the pri- 
viledges of other Churches, things had been in a far better condition in the 
Chriſtian world than they are. Had there been none bur ſuch as Me!- 
chiades, who ſhewed ſo much Chriſtian prudence and myderation inthe 
management of this buſineſs, that great Schiſm, which your Church hath 
cauſed by her arrogant pretences, might have been prevented. But how 
come you to' know, that this caſe did properly,belong to the Popes copni- 
zaxce ? who told you this? tobe ſure not the Emperour Conſtantine, who in 
his Epiſtle to Mzi/r:ades, extant in Exſcbias, intimates no {uchthing ; buton- 
ly writesto him as one delegated to hear that cauſe with- the other Biſhops 
and gives hink Inſtruttions 1n order to it.” Do the Dozariſts or their Adver- 
aries mention any ſuchthing? Doth the Pope himſelf ever expreſs or in« 
timate it? It ſeems, he wanted your formation much at what time. Or it 
may be, like the late Pope Innocent inthe caſe of the five propoſitions, he 
might ſay, he was bred no Divine, and thefefore might the leſs underſtand 
his duty. Butcan it poſſibly enter into your head, hat this caſe came to the 
Pope at laſt by way of regular appeal, as you ſeem to aſlert afterwards ? Is 
this the way of appeals to go tothe Emperovr and Petition him to appoint 
Fudzes to hear the caſe ? It the caſe of appeals muſt be determined from theſe 
proceedings, to be ſure, the /aſt reſort will be to the Emperour himſelf, as well 
as the firſt appeal. | 

Whether the African Biſhops gave leave to the Donatiſts to be heard by for- 
r.tien Biſhops, or they took it themſelves, 1$ not much material ; becauſe the 
Schiſo was ſo great at home, that there was no hkelihood of any ending the 
Controverſie by ſtanding toa fair arbirrati0» among themſelves. And there- 
fore there ſeemed a neceſſity on borh ſides of referring the buſineſs to ſome 
unconcerned-perſons who might hear the Altcgations and judge indifferent- 
ly berweenthem. And noother way did the nineteen Biſhops at Rome pro- 
ceed with them, but as indiffexent Arbitrators ; and therefore the Witneſſes 
and Allegations on both ſides were brought betore them ; but we read of rio 


power at all challengedabſolutely to bind the perſons to the judgemetit of 


the Church of Rome, as the final judgement 1n the caſe. The Queſtion, 
Whether the Pope had uſurped this power or no, depends not upon the Doxatiſts 
Queſtion, Whether Melchiades ought to have undertaken the judgement of that 
eruſe which had been already determined by a Synod of LNN. Biſhops in Africk ? 
But upofi St. Auzuſtizes Anſwer, who juſtifies the Iawfulneſs of his doing 
it, becauſe he was thereto appointed by the Emperour. But when you 
ſay, St. Auſtin g/ves this anſwer only Per ceixeer, by way of condeſcenſion to 
his adverſaries way of ſpeaking : you would do wellto prove elſewhere from 
St. Auſtin that when he lays aſide his Rhetorick he ever ſpeaks otherwiſe, 
but that it would have been an U/urpationin the Pope to challenge to him- 
{elf the hearing of thoſe cayſes which had been determzned by African Bi- 
ſhops. But what St. Auguſt:nes judgementas wellas the other African Fe- 
thers was in this point abundantly appears from the Controverſies be- 
rween them and the Biſhop of Rome in the caſe of Appeals. It ſufficient! 

appears already, That neither our Saviour, nor the Canons of the Univerſal 
Church gave the Pope leave to hear and judge the cauſes of St. Athanaſius nd 
othcr Patriarchs aud Biſhops of the Church ;. and therefore you were pur to 
your ſhifts when you run thither for ſecurity. Butthat which llowsis 
notoriouſly falſe, That whex he did ſo interpoſe, no man ( no not the perſons 
themſelves who were intereſſed and ſuffered by his judgement ) complained or ac- 
ciſcd him of uſurpation ; when inthe caſe of Arhanaſires it is ſo vehemently 
pleaded by the Eaftern Biſhops that the Pope had nothing at all ro do in it ; 
but they mightas well call in Queſtion what was done at Rome, as he what 
was done at Artioch, Nay name us any one caule in thar ape of the Church, 


where 
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where the Poze did offer to meddlc in matters determined by other Biſbeps, 
which he was not oppoſedin, and the perſons concern'd did not complain 
and accuſe him of meddling with what he had no right to, which are but 
other words tor Uſ»rpation. 

You lay, 1 he Biſhops whom the Emperonr ſent ns. Tudges with the Pope, were 
an inconfiderable number to ſway the ſentence, It ſeems three to one are with 
you an incon{iderable number. But fay you, 7 he Pope to {hew his authority 
added fifteen other Bi{hops of Italy to be his Colleagues and Aſſiſtants in the buſt- 
ze. Either theſe hftecn Biſhops were properly Judges inthe caule, or only 
J/iRarts for better management and. {peedier diſpatch ; if they were 
Zuczes, how prove you that Coxſt:ztize did not appoint them ? if they were 
only a//iſtants and ſuffr 12ans to the Biſhop of Rome, as 1s moſt probable ( ex- 
cept Merocles Biſhop of Milaz) what authority did the Popeſhew in calling 
his Suffragazs to his 2//iſtarce ina matter of that nature, which required ſo 
much examination of W:rzeſfes ? But the Pope had more eJeRually ſhewn 
his authority if he had refuſed the B;ſhops whom Copſtantine lent ; and told 
him he medled with that which did not concern him, to appoint any 
Judges at all iq a matter of Eccleſisſtical cooniſance, and that it was an inſufe- 
rable apvary in him to offer to ſend three underling Biſhops to fit with 
him in decidrfig Controverſies ; as though he were not the Univerſal Pa. 
ffour of the Church himſelf, ro mhom alone by Divine right all ſuch things did 
belong. Such language as this would have become the Head of the Church ; 
and in that indeed he had ſhewn his authority. But for him ſneakingly 
to admit other Biſhops as joynt-commiſſioners, forſooth, with him ; and that 
by the Exzperonrs appointment too ; What did he elſe but betray the r22hts 
of his Sce, and expole his Infq#ible Headſhip to great contempt ? Do you 
think that Pope Hr1debrand or any of his Succeſſours would have done this ? 
No, they under{tood their power far better than ſo ; and the Emperour 
ſhould have known his own, for offering ſuch an Afront to his Holineſs. 
And if his Bay-leaves did not ſecure him, the Thunder-bolts of Excommu- 
nication might have lighted on him to his prejudice. For ſhame then ne- 
ver ſay, That Pope Miltiades ſhewed his authority ; but rather give him over 
among thoſe good Biſhops of Rome but bad Popes, who knew better how 
to ſufter Martyrdom, than aflert the Authority of the Roman See, I pray 
imagine but Par/ 5 or any other of our ſtout-ſpirited Popes in Mzlt:ades 
his place, Would they have taken ſuch things at Conſtartizes hands as 
poor Mzrtiades did ? and, for all that we fee, was very well contented 
too; and thought he did but his duty in doing what the Emperonr bid 
him. Would they have been contented to have had a cauſe'once paſſed 
the Infallablay judoement of the Roman See, to be reſumed again, and 
handled in another Corn, as though there could be any ſuſpicion that 
all things were not rightly carried there ? and that after all this too, the 
Empcrour ſhould undertake to give the final deciſion to it ? would theſe 
things have been born with by any of our [afa/:b/e H-ads of the Church ? 
But good Miltiades muſt be excuſed, he went as far as his knowledge car- 
ried him, and thought he might do good ſervice to the Ch»rch in what he 
did ; and that was it he looked at more than the 2randear of his See. 
The go0o.| Biſhops then were juſt crept out of the F/:cs of perſecution, 
and they thought it a great matter that they had /:berty themſelves, and 
did not much concern themſelves about thoſe Uſrpations which the 
Pride and Eafe of the following ages gave occaſion for. They were lorry 
to ſee a Church that had ſurvived the cruel Flaws of Driocleſizas perie- 
cution, ſo ſuddenly to feel 22» ozes 1n her own bowels ; that a Cheb 
whole conſtitution was ſo ſtrong as to endure Mezrryrdomes, ſhould no 
fooner be at caſe but ſhe begins to putrife, and to be fp-6197 ven 
anc 
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and diviſions among her members ; and that hcr own Chil/drez ſhould rake 
in thoſe wounds, which the violence of her profeſſed enemies had cauſed in 
her ; and therefore theſe good _— uſed their care and induſtry to cloſe 
them up; and rather rejoyced they had ſo good an Emperony who would 
concern himſelf ſo much ip healing the Churches breaches, than diſpute his 
Authority or diſobey his Commands. And it Conſtantine doth expr.(5 hins- 
[elf unwilling to exzage himſelf to meaddle in a buſineſs concerning the Biſhops of 
the Church, 1t was out of his tender reſpe&t to thoſe B:ſh3ps who had mani- 
felted their piety and ſincerity ſo much 1n their late perſecutions, and not 
from any Qe/t:92 of his own Authority in it. For that he after ſufficiently 
aſſerted, not only in his own actions, but when the caſe of F/-x of 4p- 
tuns was thought not ſufficiently ſcanned at Rox, in appointing / about 

four months after the judgement at Rome) Aciranss the 


Paleſias de Schiſmate Donatiſt. cap. 11. Proconſul of Africa to examine the cafe of Flix the B;- 
, > y Yo * © 

Ait quidam, Non debuit Epiſcopus Proton't- Hþ op of Ap HUngs who had ordained Cecay, To this 

lari judicio purgars : quajs vera ipſe fibt hoe the Domat:ſt S pleaded, [ hat a Biſhop oupht not to betr zed 


comparaverit, ac non Imperator its quark fy Proconſclar judgement : to which St. Auſtin Anſwers 
juſſerit , ad cujus curam de qua ratiomem «= ; P 


Deo red 1iturus 


eſſet, res alla maxime pert i= That it wWA45 n0t his OVPB ſeeking, but ihe Emperours ap- 


nebat. Auguſtin. cp. 162. pornting, to whoſe care and charge that buſin' ſs did chiefly be- 
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long, of which he maſt give an account to God, And can 
it now enter into any head but yours, that tor all this the Emperor looked on 
the judgement of this cauſe as athing not belonging to his Authority? They 
who can believe ſuch things as theſe, and notwithſtanding all the circum- 
ſtances of this ſtory can think the Popes Univerſal Paſtourſhip was then 
owned, the moſt I can ſay of them, 1s, that they are ina fair way to believe 
Tranſubſtantiation ; there being nothing ſo improbable, but upon equal 
grounds they may judge it true. :, : 

That the Pope had no Supremacy over other Patriarchs, his Lordſhip faith, 
That, were all other Records of Antiquity ſilent, ths Civil Law is proof enourch ; 
And that's a Monument of the Primitive Church. TheText there is, A Patri- 
archa non datur appellatio. From a Patriarch there Iyes uo appeal, No ap- 

eal. Therefore every Patriarch w.es alike Supreme in his onn Patriarchate. 
Therefore the Pope ther hid no Supremacy over the whole Church. I her: fore 
certainly wot then received as univerſal Paſtor, Twothings you anſwer to 
this. 1. That this reacheth not the difference between Patriarchs themſcives, 
who muſt have ſome higher ordinary Tribunal, where ſuch cauſes may be heard 
and determined. Very well argued againſt the Pop.*s power of judging : 
for, in caſe of a difference between him and the other #.2tri47che, who mult 
decide the difference ? Himſelf no doubt ! Bur ſtill, it is your way to 
beg that you can never prove? for you herein ſuppoſe the Pape ro be 1hove 
all Patriarchs, which you know 1s the thing in diſpure. Or, Do you ſup- 
poſe it very poſſible, that other P.zrr/archs may quarrel and fall out among 
themſelves ; but that the Popes are _— ſuch nuld and good men, that 
it is impoſſible any ſhould fall out with them, or they with others; that 
ſtill they muſt ſtand by as unconcerned in all the quarrels of the Chri/t:ax 
world, and be ready to receive complaints from all places. If theretore a 
General Council mult not be the Judze in this caſe, I pray name ſomewhat 
elſe more agreeable to reaſon, and the praQtice of the Church. Put you 
anſwer. 2. What the Lawſatth, is rightly underſtood, and muſt be expltcated 
of inferiour Clerks only, who were not (of ordinary courſe) to appeal firther 
than the Patriarch, or the Primate of th.ir Province. For fo the Conxcil of 
Africk determmes. But "tis even there acknowledzed, that Biſhops had power 
in thtr own cauſes to appeal to Rome. This anſwer of yours necei{arily 
leads usto the debates of the great caſe of appeals to Rome, as it was ma- 
naged between the African Brſhops, and the Biſhops of Rome, by which 
we 
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we ſhall eaſily diſcover the reatzefſof your anſwer, and the moſt palpable 

fraud of your citation ; by which we may fee, What an excelient cauſe you 

have to manage, which cannot be defended but by ſuch frauds as here you 

make uſe of, and hope to 1mpole upon your Reader by. Your Anſwer there-. 

{o:e in the general 1s, 7 ht the Laws concerning appeals, did only concern inferi- 

our Clergy-men ; but that Þ ſh:ps were allowed to appeal to Rome, even by the 

Council of Atrick, which not oaly decreed it, but acknowledoed it in an E piſtle to 

Pope Boniface. And theretore tor our through underſtanding the truth in 

this caſe, thoſe proceedings of the 4fricaz Church muſt be briefly explained, 

and truly reprelented, Two occafions the Churches of Africa had to deter- 

mine in the caſe of Appea/s to Rove ; the firſt in the Milevitan, the ſecond in * 

the Carthazinian Conncils : in both which we have ſeveral things very conſi- 

derable to our purpole. In the Milewitan Conncil they decree, [hat whoſoe- 

ver would 1ppeal beyond the Sea, ſhould not be received into Communion by any in 

Africa ; whichdecree is ſuppoſed by fome to be occaſioned by Czleſtins, ha- 

ving recourſe to Pope Zy{#2s, atter he had been condemned in Africa. No 

doubt, thoſe prudent _ began to be quickly ſenſible ofthe monſtrous 
inconvenience which would ſpeedily follow upon the permiſſion of ſuch ap- 

peals to Rome ; tor by that means they ſhould never preſerve any diſcipline 

in their Chyrch-s, but every perſon, who was called in Queftion for any 

crimes, would {lighrthe B:ſhops of thoſe Churches, and preſently appeal to 

Rom. To prevent which miſchuct, they make that ex- mgm placaite ue Prechyter digeant;ull cents 
celent Canon, which allows only liberty of appealing to infergores Clerici, in cauſis quas haburint, 
the Councils of Africa,or to the Primates of their Provence, ( At judiciis epiſcoporum ſuorum quelti * = 
but abſolutely forbids all torraign appeals. All the diffi- [;; RE SR PII 
culty is, Whether this Co» only concerned the Infer- ab ei eiſcepi : qund 6 & ab tis provecan- 
our Clergy, as you ſay, (and which is all that the greateſt Fdicias þ ot i % _ 
of your {ide have ſaid in it) or, whether it doth not take vinciarum, aut ad univerſale Concilium 3 
away all appeals of Biſhops too. For which we need no pr poker bu onng mo mperkr: 
more than produce the Caxoz it {clf, as it is extant in the jaraum, 3 xuo intra Africam ad Commint- 
authentick collection of the Canoxs of the 4frican Church. onim ſuſcipiatar, Codex Canon, Eccleſ, Afri- 
In which is an expreſs clauſe, declaring that the ſame thing = ne 28. | 

hid been often determined in the caſe of Biſhops. Which, becauſe it ſtrikes home, 

therefore Perron and others have no other ſhift, but to ſay, That this clauſe 

was not in the original Milevitan Canons, but was inſerted afterwards. But 

why do not they, who aſſert ſuch bold things, produce the true authentick 

Copy of thele Mrlewitan Canons? that we may fee, What is genuine, and 

what not : But, ſuppoſe we ſhould grant, that this clauſe was inſerted after- 

wards, it will be rather for the advantage, than prejudice of our cauſe. For 

which we muſt conſider, that in thetime of Aurelius Biſhop of Carthage, there 

had been very many Couxc!ls celebrated there: no fewer than ſeventeen Ju- 

/tellus and others reckon. But a general Council meeting at Carthage, A. D. 

419. ( which was about three years after that Mlevitan Conncil which was 

held 416. as appzars by the Anſwer of Izocentizs toit, A. D. 417.) at the 

end of the tirſt SeTion they reviewed the Canozs of thoſe leſſer Conncils, and 

out of them all compoſed thar Codex Canonym Eccleſte Africans, as Tuſtellns 

ar large proves in the prom to his edition of it. So that if this clauſe were 

inſerted, it muſt be inſerted then, for it 1s well known, that the caſe of Ap- 

peals was thenat large debated ; and by that means it received a more gene- 

ral authority by paſſing in this African Council, And hence it was that this 

Caron paſſed with this clauſe into the Greek Churches ; for Ba!ſamonand Zona- 

r.z5 both acknowledge it ; and not ny they, but many ancient Latin Copies 

had it too, and is ſo received and pleaded by the Council of Riemes ; as Honc- 

marus, an others, have already proved.But Graciaz hath helped it well out, 


for he hath added a brave Antidote at the end of it, by putting to it a very 
Cce | uſeful 
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uſeful clauſe, NV: forte Romanam Seder appclrverit ; by which the Comms 
makes excellent fenſe,that none ſhall appcal to Roe,unlets they doa;: peal to 
tome; for none who have any underitanding of the {tate of thole Church:s:x 
that time, do make the leaſt Quelizon, but the intent of the C:0z wasto pro- 
hibit appeals to Roe ; but then, ſay they, They were only the appe.tls of 1 
Inferiour Cleroy, which were to be eaded by the Þ ſhops of their on: Province. 

But this Anſwer is very unreaſonable on thele accounts. 1.1t Appeals do of 
right belong to the Biſhop of Rome,aSUnrverſil Piſto; of rhe Charchthen, Why 
not the Appe.;ls of the Inferior Clerey, as well as 13/9ps ? Indeed, if Appen!; 
were challeng.d only by virtue of the Cenoas, and thoſe Cans limit One, 21 
not the other ( as the molt cager pleaders for Appeals in tht age, plead 
only the Cons of the Church for them ) then there might be ſo:nc Icaton, 
Why one ſhould be rettrained, andnot the other; but it they belong to him 
by Divize Right, then all Appeals muſt necefſarily belong to him. 2.It 4ypeats 
belong to the Pope, as Umnwverſal Paſtor, then no Corzc:cor perions Kd 2N- 
thing to do to deterinine who ſhould appeal, and who nor. lor this were in 
uſurping of the Pop*s privzledz?, for he to whon only 7» r/2ht of opal; 
belongs, candetermine, Whoſhould appeal, and who not ; and where, aad 
by whom thole Controverties ſhould be ended. So rhat th- very at ot the 
Connclin offering to limit Appeals, implics that they did nor believe any 
\uch Unwerſal Paſtorſhipin the Pope ; for, had they done fo, they would hive 
waited his judgement, and not offered to have determin=d ſuch things thein= 
ſelves. 3. The Appeals of the upper and inferiour Clergy, cannot bz luppolct 
to be ſeparate from cach other. For the Appeal of a 7: 5bzter doth ſuppoſe 
the impeachment of the Biſhop for ſome wrong cone to him, as 1n che calc of 
Aptarins acculing Urban the Biſhop of Scar tor excommunicating him. So 
that the Byhop becomes a party in the .{pvea/ota Presbyter, And it Appealsbe 
allowed to the Br{hoo, it is ſuppoſed to be in his favour, for clearing of hi; 
right the better ; and if it be denied to the Pres5yter, it would ſivour too 
much of injuſtice and partiality. 4. The reaſon of the Cazox extends to one: 
as well as the other, which muſt be ſuppoſed to prevent all thoſe troubl:s 
and inconveniencies which wouldariſc from the liberty of 4prez/s to Rowe ; 
and, would not theſe come as well by the Appez/s of I [h5, as of Inferior 
Clergy ? Nay, Doth not the Canoxinliit on that, that no .4ppricl; ſhould be 
made from the Corncil of Biſhops, or the Primates of {15 ; but, in caſt of jt-- 
{hops Appeals, this would be done as well as the other : and therefore they 
are equally againſt the reaſon and deſign of the Car. 5. i he cale of Presb;- 
rers, may be as great and conſiderable as that of Þ-/-7.,and as much requi. 
ring the judgement of the Univerſa! Paſtor of the Chirch. As, four mitance. 
that very cale which probably gave occaſion tothe M/ 51257 (non, 554. the 
going of Cel:/?i5 to Rome, being condemne | of Hereiie 1h Af 2 of Now 
What greater cauſe could there be made an Appcal to /{,m 11, thian 1 { 
great a matter of Faith as that was, about the necethty of Urace? Andrherc: 
tore Petr de Marca provesat large againlt Per: ow, that in the Epiltic of 
Innocent to Vitiricins, where it 1s 15 ſaid, 7 hat the orcater cauſes wilt be refer- 
red to the Apoſfolick See, 1s not to be un.:c1{tood oniy of the cx: fe's of Biſhops, 
but may refers to the cauſes of Presbyrers too, 7. ec. when they either con- 
cern matttr of Faith, or ſome donubrful piece of Church d ſc.pl ve. 6. hz 
Pope, notwithſtanding this Cazoz, looked on himſelf as no more hindred 
from receiving the Appeals of Presh1tcr, than thoſe of I3{heps. It there- 
fore any diſterence had been made by any att of the Cz», {urcly the 
Pope woulkt have remanded Presyrers back to their own Protepcns again; 
but, initead of that, we fee, he receive:lthe Aprealof {54m Bur, for 
this, 2 rare Antweor 1 fiVven, T5. Hat thoreh the Predboters were forbilim #9 
apr: af, pet the Po wars rot {forbidden to recerie them, if they did appenl, Put, 
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to what purpoſe then were ſuch prohibitions made, if the Pope might by his 
open incouragement of them upon their Appeals to him, make them not 
value ſuch Czozsat all; for they knew, it they could but vet to Rozze they 
ſhould be received tor all them. | M - 
Notwithſtanding all which hath been ſaid, you tell us, That iz the Conncil y. 14: 

of Africk it was acknowledged, that Biſhops had power in their own cauſe, to appeal 
to Rome ; for which you cite in your Margent, part of an Epiſtle of the Coun- 
cil to Boniface. But, with what honeſty and integrity you do this, will ap- 
pear by the [tory. Apzarins then appealing to Zoſmss, he ſends over F: ſti 
zus to Aſ7ica, to negotiate the buſineſs of Appeals, and to teſtore Apiarins 
for which he pleads the Vicexe Cazons ( an account of which will be given 
afterwards ) rhe Fathersall proteſt they could find no ſuch thing there, but 
they agree to ſend Deputies into the Eaff, to fetch the true Canons thence 
(as hath been related already) inrhe mean time Zyſimus dyes, and Boniface 
ſucceeds him ; but for the better ſatisfaQtion of the Pope, the Council of Car- 
thage diſpatch away a Letter to Boyiface, to give him an account of cheir pro- 
ceedings ; in which Epiſtle ( extant in the African Code of Canons) alter 
they have givenan account of the bulineſs of 4piarins, they proceed to the 
inſtructions which Fau/tizus brought with him to 4fr:ca, the chief of which 
is that concerning Appeals to be made to Roxze, and then follow thoſe words 
which you quote, in which they ſay, 7h. in a Letter written the year before 


to Zoſimus, they had granted liberty to Biſhops, to appeal to | 
Ut Roman liceat Epaſcops. provocare &+ ut 


Rome; and that therein they had intimated [0 much to Clericorum cauſee apud | aſh 

. as . : pu Ks : warum provinciarum 
him. Thus far you are right ; butthere is uſually ſome jg friowr, jam prioreams etcom ty 
_—_y couched 11 YOUr OF for you know very well, ters noſtvis ad eundem venerabilis memorie 
where to cut oF ſentences ; for, had you added but the 70/nyn ?iſopum dats, infruarj cuave- 


next words, they had ſpoiled all your foregoing ; there at ea ſervare ſire ulla thus injuril pauliſier 
ſmneremus, uſq; ad exquiſitionem ſlatutorum 


being contained in them, the full reaſonof what went £797% 47 
. 0nCH112E NIGens. 
before, wiz. that becauſe the Pope pretended that the Ap- 


peals of Biſhops were contained in the Nicene Canons, they were contented to yield 

that it [hold be ſo, till the true Canons were produced. And 1s this now all 

their acknowledgement, that Brjhops might intheir own cauſes appeal to 

Rome, when they made only a Proviſional decree, What ſhould be done till 

the matter came to a reſolution? But if you will throughly underſtand 

what their final judgement was in this buſineſs, I pray read their excellent 

Epiſtle to Pope Celeſt ine, who ſucceeded Boniface ; after they had received 

the Nicene Canons out of the Eaſf, Which being ſo excellent a Monument rx wig tag, 
of Antiquity, and giving ſo great light to our preſent Controverſie, I ſhall o1g-roagd 
at large recite and render it, ſo far as concerns this bufineſs. After our inp:rdio de- 
bounden duty of Salutation, we earneſtly beſeech you, that hereafter you admit not nh = : 
fo eaſily to your ears thoſe that come from hence, and that you admit no more into firas aures 


« hinc wenintes 
nn faciliies admittatis, nec & nobis excommunicates in communionem ultra velits excipere 3 quia boc etiam Niceno Concilio defi- 
nitum facile aduertet Venerabilitas tua. Nam et; de infertoribus Clericis vel de Laicis videtar 74 precavert, quanto mags hoc 
ae —_ voluit obſervari, n8 inſui provincia a COMMUNION? ſuſpenſe d tui Sanftitateprepropere, wel indebite videantur COMM = 
riont reſtitus. Presbyterorum quoq & ſequentium Clericorum improba refug#a, ſicut te dignum eſt, repellat ſandtitas tua, quia & 
nulla Patrum definitione hoc eccleſie derogatum eſt Africane, & decreta Nicena ſive inferioris gradus Clericos ſive ipſos epiſcopos 
ſurs Metropolit ants apert #(ſi me commiſerunt.Prudent i/[ime enim juſtiſumeq; viderunt, qu.ecungs negotia in ſurs locis, «bs orta ſunt, 
frienda ; nec unicutq; provincie gratiam Saneti Spirztus defuturam * que equitas a Chriſt; Scerdotibus, Ou prudenter V1 aeatur, 
> conflanti|ſime teneatur 5 maxime quia unicuqz conceſſum eſt, ft j#dicio offenſus fuerit cognitorum, ad Conczlia ſue province, 
-#{ etiam tniverſale provocare. Niſt forte quiſquam eſt qui cridat, unicuzlibet poſſe Devum noſtrum examinis mnſpirave fultitiam ; & 
wnumertbilibus congregatis in Concalinm Sacerdotibus aerigave. Aut quomodo ipſum tranſmarinum judictum ratum evit, a4 q:04 
tum neceſ]arie perſone vel propter ſexus, ve! propter ſeneil utis infirmitatem, tel maultis alizs impedimentis a *QUCE non poterunt 2 
Nm ut aliqui tanguzm a tre ſanctitatrs lative mittantir, nuild inventmus Patrum Syn0i0 conſt tut um. L474 iilud quod pridem 
jr enndem coepiſcopam Fanſlinum tanquam ex parte NerenC Oncr't exinde tranſmiſ;/tis, zN Conciltts vertoribus ire 4 0prurntuy 
*vicens, a S. Cyrillo crepaſcopa noſlro Alexanarine Eccleſpe, > a wenerabels Artico Conſtantinopolitano Antillte, ex arthentico 
Pillis, que etiam ante hoc per Innocentium Preshyterium Ou Marcellum Subdzaronim, per quos ad nos ab Is diritta ſunt, vnera- 
bilis memori.e Bonifaczo epiſopo deceſſors vellro a N0v1S tranſmiſſa ſunt, in quebrs tale aliquid 107 POL MUS INUENETE.  FExecutoes 
ttiam Clericos weſtros quivuſy; petentibrus wolite mittere, ne ſumoſum typhum ſecali in Ecclefiam Chrijts que lurem ſpmolucatatis 7 
hymilitatis diem Denn videre cupientibus prefert, Videanur inducere. Nam de fratre noſtro Faultino(amoto jam, pro ſus neſandis 
neuitiis, de Chrilti F.rele {it anlendn Aviario ) ſeen? ſums, quod EU probitate ac moderatione tuz ſanEitatis, ſaivd fraterra 
 patiatur. Goncil, Carrhag, Epiit, ad Caleſtinum. 
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communion, thoſe whons we have caſt out : for your Reverence will eaſily per- 
cezve, that this is forbid by the Council of Nice. For if this be taken care for, 
as to the Inferiour Clergy and _ Flow much more would it have it to be gl. 
fervedin Biſhops ; that ſo they who are in their own Province ſuſpended from 
communion, be not haſtily or unduly admitted by your Holineſs. Let your Holi- 
peſs alſo reject the wicked refuges of Prieſts and Inferiour Clerks ; for no Canon 
of the Fathers hath taken that from the Church of Atrick ; and the decrees of 
Nice hath ſubjeited both the Inferiour Clergy, and Biſhops, to their Metropolt- 
tans. For they have moſt wiſely and juſtly provided, that every buſineſs be deter- 
mined in the place where it begun : and that the Grace of the Holy Spirit will not 
be wanting to every Province, that ſo equity may be prudemtly diſcovered, and con- 
ftantly held by Chriſt”s Prieſts. Eſpecially ſeeing that it « lawful to every one, 
if he be offended, to appeal to the Council of the Province, or even to an Univer- 
ſal Council. Unleſs perhaps that ſome body believe that God can inſpire to every 
one of us, the juſtice of examination of a cauſe, and refuſe it to a multitude of 
Biſhops aſſembled in Council, Or, How can a judgement made beyond the Sea be 
valid, to which the perſons of neceſſary witneſſes cannot be brought, by reaſon of 
the infirmity of their ſex and age, or of many other intervening impediments ? For 
this ſending of menio us from your Holineſs, we do wot find commanded by any $j- 
nod of the Fathers. And as for that which you aid long ſince ſend to us by Fauſti- 
nus our Fellow-Biſhop, 2s belonging to the Council of Nice, we could not find it in 
the trueſt Copies of the Council, ſent by holy Cyril our Colleague, Biſhop of Alex- 
andria, and by the venerable Atticus Biſhop of Conſtantinople : which alſo we 
ſent to your predeceſſor Boniface, of happy memory, by Innocent a Presb Yer, apd 
Marcellus Deacon. Take heed alſo of ſending to us any of your Clerks for exe- 
cutors, to thoſe who cats it, l-ft we ſeem to bring the ſwelling pride of the world 
into the Church of Chriſt, which beareth the light of ſimplicity, and the brightuefl 
of humility before them that deſire to ſee God. And concerning our Brother Fau- 
ſtinus (Apiarius being now for his wickedneſs caſt out of ihe Church of Chriſt) 
we are confident, that our brotherly love continuing through the goodneſs and mo- 
deration of your Holineſs, Africa ſhall uo more be troubled with hinz, Thus I 
haveat large produced this noble Monument of the prudence, courage, and 
ſimplicity of the African Fathers ; enough to my any reaſonable man out of 
the fond conceit ofan Univerſal Paſtorſhip of the Biſhop of Rome. I wonder 
not that Baronius ſaith, There are ſome hard things in this Epiſtle, that Perron 
{weats and toils ſo much to ſo little purpole, to enervate the force of it; for, 
as long as the records of it laſt, we havean impregnable Bulwark againſt 
the U/urpations of the Church of Rome. And methinks you might bluſh for 
ſhame to produce thoſe 4frican Fathers,as determining the Appeals of Bi- 
sto Rome, who, withas much evidence and reaſon, as courage and reſo- 
lution, did finally oppoſe it. What can be faid more convincingly againſt 
theſe Appeals, than is here urged by them : Thatthey have neither autho- 
rity from Councils, nor any Foundation 1n Juſtice and Equity ; that God's pre- 
ſence wasas well in Africk as Royze (no doubt then they never imagined any 
Infallibility there) that the proceedings of the Romz2x Biſhop were ſo far from 
the ſimplicity and humility ot the Goſpel, that they tended only to nouriſh ſel- 
ling pride, and ſecular ambition 1n the Church, That the Pope had no authori- 
ty to ſend Legars to hear cauſes, and they hoped they ſhould be no more 
troubled with ſuchas Fayſtinus was. All theſe things are ſo evident in this 
teſtimony, that it werea diſparagement to it to ofFer more at large to ex- 
lain them, Ihope then, this will make you ſenſible of the injury you 
_ done the African Fathers, by laying, that they determined, the cauſes 
of Biſhops might be heard at Rome. 
Your Anſwer to the place of S. Gregory, which his Lordſhip produceth 
concerning Appeals, viz. that the Patriarch is to put a final end to thoſe cauſes, 
which 
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which come before hin: by Appeal from Biſhops and Arch-Biſhops, is the very fame 
that it ſpeaks only of the [zferionr Clergy, and therefore is taken of alrcady. 
But you wonder his Loraſhip ſhould expoſe to view the following words of S. Gre- 
gory, where there ts neither Metropolitan, nor Patriarch of that Dioceſe, there 
they are to have recourſe to the See Apoſtolick, as being the Head of all Churches. 
Then ſurely it follows, ſay you, the Biſhop of Rome's Turiſdittion, is not only 
over the Weſtern, and Southern Provinces, but over the whole C hurch, whither 
the Furiſdittion of Patriarchs and Metropolitans never extended. See how well 
you make o00d the common ſaying, That [onoraxce is the cauſe of Admira- 
7ion ; for, Wherefore ſhould you wonder at his Lordſhips producine theſe 
words; if you had either underſtood, or conſidered che abundant Anſivers 
which he gives to them? x. That if there be a Metropolitan, or 4 Patriarch, 
in thoſe Churches, his judgement ts final, and there ought to be no Appeal ty Rome. 
2. It « as plain, that in thoſe ancient tmes of Church-G overnment, Britain 
was never ſubject to the See of Rome (of which afterwards.) 3. {+ will be 
hard for any man to prove, that there were any Churches then in the world, 
which were not under ſome either Patriarch or Metropolitan; 4. If an y ſuch 
were, *tis gratis dictum, and impoſſible to be proved, that all [auch C hurches, 
where-ever ſeated in the world, were obliged to depend on Rome. - And, Do you 
{till wonder why his Lordſhip produces thefe words? Imay more juſtly 
wonder why you return no Anſwer to what his Lordſhip here ſayes. But 
ſtill the Capur omninm Eccleſiarum (ticks with you ; it his Lor ſhip hath 
not particularly ſpoken to that, it was, becauſe his whole diſcourſe was 
ſufficient toa man of ordinary capacity, to let him ſee, that nomore could 
be meant by it, but ſome preheminence of that Church above others in re- 
gard of order and dignity, but no ſuch thing as Univerſal Power and ariſe 
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diction was to be deduced from it. And if Gregory underſtood more by 


it, as his Lordſhip faith, Tis gratis dium, and Gregory himſelf was not 
a perſon to be believed in his own cauſe. But now, as you expreſs it, 
his Lordſhip takes a leap from the Church of Rome, to the Church of England : 
No, neither his Lordſhip, nor we, takea J/eap from thence hither ; but you 
are the men who leap over the Alps, from the Church of England, to that of 
Rome. Weplead as his Lordſhip doth truly, That in the ancient times of 
the Church, Britain was never ſubjett to the See of Rome, but being one of the 
Weſtern Dioceſes of the Empire, it had a Primate of its own, This, you 
fay, his Lordſhip ſhould have proved, and not meerly {aid. But, What 
an unreaſonable man are you, who would put his Lordſhip to prove Nega- 
tives; if you challenge a right which the Pope hath over us, it is. your bu- 
ſineſs to prove it ; his Lordſhip gave a ſufficient reaſon for what he ſaid, 
in ſaying that Britain was one of the Dioceſes of the Empire, and therefore had a 
Primate of her own. This you deny not, but ſay, this only proves, That the In- 
feriour Clerg y conld not appeal to Rome. Whatagain * but this ſubrerfuge 
hath been prevented already. But to paſs by what without any ſhadow of 
proof you ay of the Patriarch of Conſtantinople*s being ſubjedt ro the Pope +; 
and Pope Urban's calling A nſelm the Patr#arch of the other worl4 ; which we 
are far from making the leaſt ground to make Canterbury a Patriarchal See ; 
which, as far as concerns the rights of Primacy, was fo long before. the Sy- 
zod of Bar in Apnlia;, we come to that which is more material, 24z, your 
attempt to prove, That Britain was anctently ſubject to the See of Rome ; 
for which you inſtance zz Wilfrid 4rch-Biſhop of York appealing to Rome, 
about A.D. 673. who was reſtored to his Biſhoprick by virtue of the ſen- 
rence paſſed in his behalf at Rome ; ara ſo being a ſecond time expelled, ap- 
ealed as formerly, and was again reſtored. To which I ſhall return you a clear 
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and full Anſwer in the words of another 4rch-Bjhop, the late learned Bramhatt 


L. Primate of Ireland. ©* The moſt famous, faith he, (I had almoſt faid the 
* only) 


Jut. Vindiez- 
tloN Cag.P.50. 


— <0 2 TE WP. ore en ae th 


{82 


OO oO —_— 


—— 


— 


Of theRoman Churches Authority. Parr IT. 


—— — 


d. 10, 


B:4, l, 1. £39 


" only ) appellant from England to Reme that we read of before the Con- 
* queit, was H/z!{fr:ac Arch-biſhop of lork, who, notwithſtanding that he 
* rained ſentence upon ſentence at Rome in his Favour; and notwithſtand- 
* ing chat the Pope did ſend exprels Nuxciv's into Encland, on purpole to 
© {ec his ſentence executed yet he could not obtain his reſtitution or the 
* benefit of his ſentence for ſix years during the Rejezs of King Feobert 
* and /j7:dc his ſon. Yea King Alfrede told the Popes Nuncio's exprelly, 
*[hit be honoured them as his Parents for their grave lives and 0B. urable 
* -{pects ; but hs could not give any afſent to ther Legation, bccanſe # Was 
w neat reaſon, that a perſon twice condemned by the whole Council of the En- 
” gliſh {hoald be reſtored upon the Popes letier. It they had believed the Pope 
< robe their com; etent Judge; either as Univerſal Monarch, or {o much as 
* Parrizrch of Britain, or any more than an honourable 4rouratour (w hich 
* all the Patriarchs were, even without the bounds of their proper juriſdi- 
« ions) How comes it to pals that two Ky7azs ſuccethvely, and the great 
* Conxcils of the Kyjngdom, and the other 4 rchbiſhop [ hyodore with all the 
« prime Eceleftaſticks, and the flower of the Eme/iſh Cleroy, did ſo long and 
« ſo reſolutely oppoſe ſo many ſentences and meſſages from Rome, and con- 
*« demn him twice whom the Pope had abfolved ? Conſider that J Vilfride 
* wasan Archb;ſbrp, not an Iaferiour Clerk ; andit an appeal from Ezg/and 
&« to Roxxc had been proper or lawt.] 1n any caſe, it had been ſo in this cale. 
© Bur it was otherwile determined by thoſe who were moſt concerned. 
* Mahmsbary {uppoſeth, either by Inſpiratio;,, or upon his own head, that the 
&* X727 and the Archbiſhop Theodore, were {mitten with remorle before 
* their deaths, for the injury done to W1{fride, and the flighting the Popes 
* ſentence, letter, and Legats. But the contrary is moſt apparently true ; 
* For firſt, it was not King Afrede alone, but the great Council of the Kyjn:- 
* do:alſo ; not Theodore alone, but the main body of the Cler2y, that op- 
* poſed the Popes letter, and the reſtitution of M:lfride inthat manner as it 
&« was decreed at Rome. Secondly, after A/frede and 7 heogore were both 
& dead, we find the Popes ſentence, and 1ilfrides reſtitution, ſtill oppoſed 
* by the ſurviving Piſlops in the Reign ot Aſfredes ſon. Toclearthe matter 
« paſt contradiftion, let us conſider the ground of this long and bitter con- 
& tention ; M”:1fride the Archbiſhop was become a great Pliraliſt, and had 
< ;zngrofſed into his hands too many Eccleſiaſtical Dignities. The Kg and 
«the Chirch of Enelandthought hit to deprive him of lome of them, and to 
«* confer them upon others. W{fride appealed from their ſentence to 
©< Rowe. The Pope gavelentence after fentence in favour of Wilfride. But 
& for all his ſentences, he was not, he could not be reſtored, until he had 
© quitted two of his Monaſteries which were in Queſtion, Hozoeſt:1d-a7 


. ©. 1nd Rzpoy, which of all others he loved moſt dearly, and where he was at- 


*terwards interred. This was not a Conqueſt, but a plain waving of his 
& ſentences from Roxze, and yielding of the Queſtion ; for thoſe had been 
© thechicf cauſes of the Controverſie. ' Sothe K7z2 and the Church alter 
& 1Ifredes death ſtill made good his concluſion, That it was againſt reaſon, 
* that a perſon twice condemned by the whole Cor:// of the 1:22/4/, Should 
*bereſtored upon the Popes Bull. And as he did not, fo neither did they 
© give any aſſenttothe Popes Lezation. This Thope may ſufhice as a moſt 
ſufficient Anſwer to your Objection from Milfrides Appeal, : 

But you would ſeem to urge yet further for the ancicnt ſubjetion of 
Britain to the Churchof Rome, in theſe words, Aoain, is it not manifi {t out 
of him (Bede), thateven the Primitive origumal Inſtitution of our Emnzlifh Br 
ſhops is fromRome ? And tor this you Cite a Ictter of Pope Gregor 1. tO 
Auguſtine the Moyk, whom you call our Exelſh Apoſtl: ; in which Gregory 
grants to him the vſe of the Pall, the proper hatve or ren of Archiepiſcopal Dic- 
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nity, a3 that he condeſcended, that he ſhould ordain twelve Biſnops under his 
guriſaifi1on, &c. Behold here, ſay you, the original Charter, as 1 may ſy; of 
the Primacy of Canterbury ; in this Letter and Mandate of the Pope 1t is 
founded ; nor cax it with any colour of reaſon be drawn from other oririn, © Aud 
by wertue of this Urant, have all the ſucceeding Biſhops of that Sce emjoy'd the 
Digaity and Authority of Primats of this Nation. From whence you vety 
civilly charge his Lordſhip, either with groſs Tenorance if he knew it not ; or 
with preat Ingratitude if he knewit. To which I Anſwer ; that his Lord- 
ſhip knowing this no doubt very well, that Gregory ſent Auſtiz into England, 
&c. could not from thence think himſelf bound to ſubmit to the Ro224 B;- 
{hop ; and it had been more pertinent to your purpole, not to charge him 
with I-gratitude, but with Diſobediexce. For that was it which you ought 
to prove hence, that the Arch-biſhop of Caxterbury ought ſtill to be ſubje&t 
to the Biſhop of Rome, becauſe Gregory x. made Auguitine the firſf Arch-bi- 
{bop of Canterbury. A wonderful ſtrong Argument no doubt ! which out 
of charity to you, we mult furtherexamine; for you tell us, The Original 
Charter of the Primacy of Canterbury zs contained in that Grant, To ſatisfie 
you as to this, two things are to be conſidered, the Primacy it ſelf, and the 
exerciſe of it by a particular perſon in ſome particular place. If you ſpeak 
of the Primacy it ſelf, i. e. the independent right of Governing the Churches 
_ within the Provinces of Britaiz, then we utterly deny that this was con- 
tained in that Grant. For Britaiz having been a Provizce before, in which 
Biſhops did Govern Independently on any Forraigz Biſhop, no Forraign Bi- 
ſhops could take away that Priviledgefromit. I will not ſtand here to de- 
duce the Hiſtory of the Biſhops of Britain, before Auguſtines coming into 
England ; but it 1sas certain that there were ſuch, as it 1s that St. Auguſtine 


ever came hither. For not only all our own Hiſtorians and Bede himſelf 


confeſs it ; but it is moſt evident from the ſubſcriptions of three of them to 
the fr/# Conncil of Arles, Eborius of York, Reſtitutus of London, and Adelfirs 
de civitate Colonia Londinenſium (which ſome will have to be a miſtake for 
Colonia Camaloduni, whether by that, Colcheſter, Maldon, or Wincheſter be 
meant as it is differently thought) from the preſence of ſome of them at the 
S:rdicaz Synod and the Council of Ariminum, as appears by Athanaſius and 
others; but this I ſuppoſe you will not deny, that there were B;hops in Eng- 
{1xd betore Aſtin came. And, that. theſe Biſhops had then no dependence 
on the See of Rowe, if it were not ſufficiently evident from other Arguments, 
the re/ation of the proceedings in Bede himſelf between Av/tiz and them, 
about ſubmiſſion, would abundantly diſcover, as likewiſe that there was 
then an Arch-biſhop with Metropolitical power over them, whole ancient ſeat 
Thad been Ca-r{con. But I conſider not this Primzcy now as1n any particular 
place, but in general as belonging to the Provinces of Britain, which I fay 
id a Prizaacy belonging to it, ( whether at Tork or Lozdox is not material ) 
at the time of the Councr/ of Nice (according to what hath been formerly 
{21d about the ſtate of Churches then ) Now the Council of Nice takes care 
that the priviledges of all Charches ſhould be preſerved, 1. e. That where there 
had been a Primacy it ſhould ſo continue. Now therefore I ask, How 
came this priviledge of Br/t4in to be loſt, which was not only confirmed 
withothers by the ices Conncil, but by that of Chalcedon and Eph:ſus, 1n 
which the ancient priviledges of Churches are ſecured ? what right had 
Auſtia the Monk to caſſate the ancient Metropolitical power of the Br:tannick 
Chxch, and to require abſolute ſubjection to himſelf? Ifthe Pope made him 
Arch-vith; 'Þ of Canterbury, by what right was he Prizzate over the Britain 
Chirch? How came the 4rch-biſhop then in being to loſe his Primacy by 
Auſtins Coming into Fazlmd ? Was it becauſe the Britannick Church was 
then over rug with Pac Scxoms, and the viiibiepower of it confined to a 
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narrow co.npaſs? Yet 1 doubt not, but there were many Brittiſh Chriſtians 
living here among the Sax0-5, rhough oppreſſed by them, as they were aſter 
by the Normans (tor, Where 1s it that any conqueſt hath carried away all 
the inh:bitants? ) and that theſe did many of them retain their Chr/ſttaniry, 
though not daring publickly ro own it, thereare many not improbable cir- 
eunſtances to lead us to ſuppoſe. But we wall grant that the tace of the 
Britannick Church wes onl y in Wales ; what follows thence ? that the whole 
Province had loſt its right ? Let us ſuppoſe a caſe like this ? as that the Church 
of Rome ſhould be over-run witha Barbarous people (as it was by the Gorhs 
and Vandals ) and the inhabitants deſtroyed ; theſe Barbarous people conti- 
nuing in poſſeſſion of it, and that a Biſhop ſhould have been ſent from Br1rain 
ro convert them to the Faith, and upon their Converſion to Govers thoſe 
Churches, and ſhould be made Biſhop of that place by the Britiſh Biſhops ; 
W hether would he be bound to continue alwayes 1n ſubjection to them 
or no ? If not; but you ſay, by bis ſucceſ/ron 14 the See of Rome he en- 
joves the privileages of that See, though the mhabitants be altered ; the ſame I. 
lay of the Britannick Churches, though the inhabitants were altcred, and 
S:xo0ns ſucceeded the Britarns, yet the priviledge of the Church remains (till 
asto irs Primacy and Independency. And therefore the Popes making 4«- 
guſtine Archbiſhop, ſo asto give hun withall the Primacy over the Church.s 
© the Province of Britain, was an V/zrpation upon the rights of our Church, 
which had an abſolute and Independent Primacy within it ſelf; as it was in 
the caſe of the Cyprian Biſhop. As1ſuppoling thoſe ancient Setts of Churches 
which are over-run with 7zrks ſhould again be converted to Chri/tianity, the 
Biſhops of thoſe Churches as of Epheſus or the like would enjoy the ſame 
rights which theancient Biſhops had ; ſo we ſay it was in our caſe, though 
the Nation was then over-{pread with Paganiſm, yet Chriſtianity retu rning, 
the priviledges of our Churches did return with it; and whoſoever were 
rightly conſecrated Biſhops ofthem would enjoy the ſame »/2hrs which they 
did before. Sothat Gregory might make 4/712 a B:hop and ſend him to 
convert this Nation, by which he was capable to Govern the Churches here 
which he did convert, but he could not give to him the 7/247 over theſe 
Churches, which Gregory had no power over himſelti; neither could 4x or 
any other Archhiſhop of Canterbury give away the Primacy of Ezeland by fub- 
mitting himſelfto the Roman See, Whar therefore 15 Gregories Grant to 
Auſtin, to the Primacy of England? If you askthen, How the Archbiſhops of 
Canterbury come to be Primates of England ? 1 Anſwer, 1. This Primacy muſt 
be lodged ſomewhere ; and it is not unalterably fixed to any certain place, 
becauſe the Primacy belongs to the Church and not to a particular See. 2. It 
| is in the power of Prixces to fix the Metropolitan See in what place is judged 
| ' moſt convenient ; thence have been the frequent removes of Epiſcopal and 
Archiepiſcopal See's ; as iSevident in many examples in Eceleſirſtreal hiſtory, 
particular y in Tuftiniana Prima mace a Mctropolss by Fuſtinian, 3. Where 
ever the Primacy1s lodged it retains 1ts aycient previledges ; 10 thar there is 
no need of a ſucceſſion of our Archbiſhops from the 8Br111;ſh Archbiſhops ot 
Caerleon to preſerve the Britiſh Primacy ; but that See being removed by 
the Power of Princes; the Primacy (till remains the ſame, that 1: was inthe 
Brittiſh Metropolitans. And thus I hopeT have ſhewn you, that the Or:9inal 
Charter of the Archbiſhop of Canterbury's Primacy, was not contained in the 

Popes grant to Aſtin. ; 
d. 17. From hence we proceed again to the caſe of the 4/5 ic2n Churches ; for 
P.172 (as his Lordſhip faith) he Atrican Prelates finding that all ſucceedine Popes 
| were not of Melchiades his temper, ſt themſelves to aſſert their own litertres, 
a and held it ons ftoutly againſt Lozimus, Bonitace 1. and Cxleftine x. who 
were ſucceſſively Biſhops of Rome. At laſt, it was concluded in the ſixth 
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Council of Catthage, ( wherein were aſſembled two hundred and ſeventeen Bir 
ſhops, of which St, Auguſtine himſelf was one) that they would not give way 10 
Juch a manifeſt emrraachment upon their rights and liberties ; and thereupon gave 
preſent notice to Cxle(tine to forbear ſending his Officers among them, leſt he 
{ſhould ſeem to induce the ſwelling pride of the World into the Church of Chriſt. 
Aud this is ſaid to have amounted into a formal ſeparation from the Church of 
Rome ; azxd to have continued for the ſpace of ſomewhat more than one hun- 
dred years. For which his Lordſhip produceth two publick inſtruments extant 
among the ancient Councils ; the one an Epiſtle from Boniface 2. in whoſe time 
the reconciliation to Rome zs ſaid to be made by Eulalius ther Biſhop of Car: 
thage ; but the ſeparation, inſtigante Diabolo, by the Temptation of the Devil. 
the other is au exemplar precum, or Copy of the Petition of the ſame Eulalius, 
in which he damns and curſes all thoſe his Predeceſſours, which went againſt the 
Church of Rome. Now his Lordſhip urges from hence ; Either theſe Inſtruments 
are tre, or falſe. If they be falſe, then Bonitace 2. and his Accomplices at Rome, 
or ſome for them are notorious forgers, and that of Records of great conſequence 
to the Government and peace of the whole Church of Chriſt, and to the perpetual 
Infamy of that See, and all this fooliſhly and to no purpoſe : On the other ſule; if 
theſe inſtruments be true ; then *tis manifeſt that the Church of Afﬀrick ſeparated 
fm the Church of Rome ; which ſeparation was either unjuſt, or juſt ; if un- 
Juft then St. Auſtin, Eugenius, Fulgentius, azd all thoſe Biſhops and other 
Martyrs which ſuffered in the Vandelick perſecution, dyed in aft ual ay unrepented 
Schiſm, and out of the Church ; If it were juſt, then ts it far more lawful for the 
Church of England by a National Council to caſt off the Popes Uſurpation, as 
ſhe did, than it was for the African Church to ſeparate ; becauſe then the Aﬀri- 
can Church «. -cepted only againſt the Pride of Rome 7x caſe of Appeals, and two 
other Canons leſs material ; but the Church of England excepts (beſides this 
grievance ) againit many corruptions in Doitrine, with which Rome at that 
time was not tainted. And St. Auſtin and thoſe other famous men durſt not 
thus have ſeparated from Rome, had the Pope had that powerful Principality 
over the whole Church of Chriſt, and that by Chriſts own Ordinance and luſti- 
tution as A. C. pretends he had, This is the ſubſtance of his Lordſhips dil- 
courſe to which we muſt conſider what Anſwer you return, Which 1n 
ſhort 1s, That you dare not aſſert the credit of thoſe two Inſtruments, but axe 
very willing to think them forgeries ; but you ſay, the Schiſmatical ſeparation of 
the African Church from the Roman # inconſiſtent with the truth of ſtory, and 
confuted by many pregnant and undeniable inſtances, which prove that the Aﬀri- 
cans notwithſtanding the conteſt in the ſixth Council of Carthage touching mat- 
ter of Appeals, were alwayes in true Catholick Communion with the Roman 
Church, even during the term of this pretended ſeparation. For which you produce 
the Teſtimony of Pope Czleſtine concerning St. Auſtin, the proceeding of Pope 
Leo #2 the caſe of Lupicinus, the Teſtimonies of Eugenius, Fulgentius, Gre- 
gory, and the preſence of ſome African Biſhops at Rome. To all which I 
RET that cither the A4fr/zan Fathers did perſilt 1n the decree of the 
Council of Carthage, or they did not : if they did perſiſt in it, and no ſepara- 
tion followed ; then the caſting off the U/arpations of the Roman See cannot 
incur the guilt of Schiſ-z; for theſe 4fricar Biſhops did that, and it ſeems con- 
tinucd ſtill in the Roman Communion ; by which it is evident that the Romarx 
Church was not ſo far degenerated then as afterwards, or that the Authority 
of thoſe perſons was ſo great inthe Church, that the Roman Bilbops durlt not 
openly break with them, which is a ſufficient account of what Ce/e/?7xe faith 
concerning St. Aſtin, that he lived and dyed in the Communion of the Ro- 
”.1 Church, If you ſay the reaſon why they were in Communion with the 
Roman Church was becaule they did not perſiſt ; you muft prove it by better 
inſtances thari you have here brought ; for ſome of them are ſufficient 
proofs of the contrary. As appears by the cale of L»picinus an African 
D&gd4 Biſhop 
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Biſbopappealing to Leo, who indeed was willing enough to receive him ; 
but what of that? Iid not the Africa Biſhops of Mauritania Caſaricaſis ex- 
communicate him notwithſtanding that appeal, and ordained another in 
his place; and therefore the Pope very fairly ſends him back to be try ed by 
the B-/hops of his Province. Whichinſtance as ir argues the Popes willing- 
neſs to have brought up Appeals among them, ſo it ſhews the continuance 
of their ſto:1tneſs in oppoling them. And even Pope Greoory fo long atter, 
though inhis ti i e the buſineſs of Appeals was much promoted at Kome : 
yet he dares not challenge them from the Biſhops of Africa, but yields to 
them the enjoyment of thoſe priviledges which they faid they hac enjoyed 
from the 4p1/t/-s times. And the telttmonies of Erormine, and Fulcents 
«s imply nothing of ſub ection ro Rome, but 2 Pr.&7©wmc which thut 
Church had above all others, which it .might have without the other ; as 
L»ondoa may I hope be the Head-City of Epolana, and yet all other Cities 
not expreſs {ybje-tionro it. Burt if aſter that Conncil of Carthave the Bi- 
ſhops of Rom? did by degrees encroach upon the liberties of the African 
Churches, there is this ſufficient account to be given of it ; that as the R- 
21a, Biſhops were alwayes watchful to take advantages to inhance their 
power, and that eſpecially when other Churches were in a ſuffering condi- 
tion, {0 a firopportunity tell out for them todo it in 4jr7c4 ; For not long 
after that Connc:/ of Carthage, tell out that dilmal perſecution of the African 
Churches by the irruption of the /Varaals ; 1n which all the Catholick Biſhops 
were baniſhed out of Af7ica, or lived under} great ſufterings ; andby a ſtrict 
edict of Gexſcricus, no new Biſhops were ſuffered to be ordained in the 
places of the former. This now was a fair opportunity for the Biſhop of 
Rome to advance his Authority among the luffering Biſhops ; St. Peters 
pretended Succeſſor loving to fi/þ in troubled waters, and it being fatal to 
Rom: from the firſt Foundation of 1t, to advance her ſelf by the 74:5 of other 
places. : | 
But we are calld off from the ruins of other Church-s, to obſerve the 
methods whereby the Popes grew great under the [zxpcrours which his 
Lordſhip gives an account of trom Coſtantines time to Charles the Great, 
about five hundred years, which begins thus, So ſoon 25 the Emperonrs be- 
came Chriſtian, the Church began to be put in better order ; For the calling ana 
Authority of Biſhops over the Inferiour Clergy, that was 4 thing of kno:n uſe 
and benefit for preſervation of Unity and Peace in th: Church, Which was cox- 
feſſed by St. Hierom himſelf, and ſo ſettled in mens minds from the very Infan 
cy of the Church, that it had not been to that time contradifted by any. 'l he only 
difficulty then was to accommodate the places and precedencies of Biſhops, amonz 
themſelves, for the wery neceſſity of order and Government. To do this th: 
moſt equal and impartial way was, that as the Church is in the Common:wea!th, 
not the Common-wealth in it, (as Optatus zells ws) So the Honours of the 
Church ſhould follow the Honours of the State ; and ſo it was inſinuated if not 
ordered ( as appears ) by the Canons of the Councils of Chalcedon and Anti- 
och. And this was the very Fountain of the Papal Greatmfs ; the Pipe hu- 
wing his Reſidence in the great Imperial City. But Precedency is one thing, and 
Authority another ; It was thonght fit therefore, that among B ſhips there 
ſhould be a certain ſubordination and ſubjection, 1 he Fmpire therefore bins 
caſt into ſeveral Drviſions ( which they calld Diowfts) every Dio: ſe con- 
tained ſeveral Proves, every Province ſeveral Biſhopricks; I be chuf of 4 
Dioceſe was call a "Etagy,&, and ſometimes a Patriarch ; th: chief of a Province 
a Metropolitan ; next the Biſhops in their ſeveral Dioceſi's ( as we now «ſe that 
word) , among theſe there was effectnal ſubjettion refpectiv-ly orounded upon 
Canon, and Poſitive Law, in ther ſeveral Quarters ; but over them, none at 
all : all the Difference, there, was but Honorary zot Authoritative. To all 
this part of his Lordſhips Diſcourſe, you only fay, That it is founded npon his 
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ung conjectural preſumptions more than upon any thing elſe ; and that you have 


[hewed a far different Fountain of the Popes Authority from Tu es Petrus, & ſu- 


xr hanc Petram, &c. The meaning of what you ſay, is; That his Lord- 
{hips Diſcourſe hath two much Truth and Reaſon to be Anſwered ſolidly ; 
| but becaule it is againft the Popes intereſt you defie him, and croſs your ſelf, 
and cry, Ty es Petrus, &c, and think, this will prevent its doing you any 
harm. For if we look for one dram of Reaſon againſt it, we muſt look ſome- 
where elſe than inyour Book, though you tell us, Ton have often evidenced 
the contrary ; but when and whereI mult profeſs my ſelfto ſeek, and I doubt 
ſhall conrinue ſo tothe endof your Book. But his Lordſhip proceeds. 1f 
the ambition of ſome particular perſons did attempt now and then to break theſe 
bounds,, it is no marvel : For nocalling can ſanitifie all that have it. And Socra- 
tes tells us, that in this way the Biſhops of Alexandria avd Rome adwanced them: 
ſelves to a great height meg # iepooluns even beyond the quality of Biſhops. Now 
pon view of ſtory it will appear, that what advantage accrewed to Alexandria, was 
gotten by the vialence of Theophilus Patriarch there. A man of exceeding 
great Learning aud no leſs violence ; and he made 10 little advantage ont of this, 
that the EmprefEudoxia uſed his help for the caſting of St. Chryſoſtome out of 
Conſtantinople. But the Roman Prelates grew by a ſteady and conſtant watch- 
fulneſi upon all occaſions to increaſe the honour of that See. rote 6 and aſſu- 
ming to themſelves to be Vindices Canonum (5 Greg, Naz. ſpeaks) Defen+ 
ders and Reſtorers of the Canons of the Church, which was a fair pretence and took 
extreamly well. But yet the world took notice of this their aim. For in all Con- 
teſtations between the Eaſt and Weſt, which were not ſmall; nor few, the Weſtern 
Biſhops objetted Levity to the Eaſtern ; and they again arrogancy to the Biſhops of 
the Weſt, as Bilius' obſerves, and upon very warrantable teſtimonies. For all this, 
the Biſhop of Rome continued in good obedience to the Emperour, enduring his 
cenſures and judgements : and beirig choſen by the Clergy and people of Rome, he 
accepted from the Emperour, the ratification of that choice. Inſomuch. that about 
the year 579, when all Italy was on fire with the Lombards, and Pelagius the ſe- 
cond conſtrained through the neceſſity of the times contrary to the example of his 
Predeceſſours, to enter upon the Popedom without the Emperours leave, St. Gre- 
gory then 4 Deacon was ſhortly after ſent on Embaſſie to excuſe it. To all theſe 
things you give one general Anſwer, by calling them zmpertinencies, which 
is a general name for all that you cannot Anſwer. The Popes obedience to 
the Emperours you ſay was conſtrained, their ratifications of Popes ele(tions only 
declaring them Canonical, Socrates w.#s a Heretick, the Eaſtern Biſhops partial : 
This is the ſubſtance of all you ſay ; whereof the two former are manifeſtly 
contrary to the truth of ſtories (as, when you deſire it, may at large be 


manifeſted) and the two latter the pitiful ſhifts of ſuch who have nothing 


elſe to ſay: . Eng | ; 

| But, dough you cannot anſwer particulars, you cax overthrow his whole de- 
fier (though you cannot Fidale, it ſeems you can conquer Cites, but they 
muſt be very weak then.) His main deſign, you tell us, 2 to overthrow the 
Pope's Supremacy, by ſhewins, it was not lawful to appeal to Rome ; but Catholick 
Authors {to be ſure youare inthe number) frame ax unanſierable argument 
for his Supremacy; even from the contrary, thus ; it was ever held lawful to appeal 
fo Rome #7 Eccleſiaſtical affairs, from all the parts of Chriſtendom ; therefore, ſay 
they, The Pope muſt needs be Supreme Judge in Eccleſiaſtical matters. This ts evis 
denced out of the 4, and 7, Canons of the Council of Sardica, accounted anciently 
an Appendix of the Council of Nice, and often cited as the ſane with it. 

» Will you give ns leaveto come near and handle this unan/werable argument 
a little ? for perſons of your profeſſion ule to be very ſhie of that, Buthow- 
ever; ſince it is expoſed to common view, we may take leave todo it, And. 
ſeriouſly, upon conſideration of all the parts and circumſtances of it,T amot. 
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your mind, without flattering you, thar it is an unenſwerable argument, bur 
quitc to another purpoſe than you brought it for, gven againſt the Pr; 
Jupremacy, as I ſhall preſent! diſcover : lothat thoſe C athalttk Authors have 
ſerved you jult as Lazarillo id his blind Maitcr, in bidding him leap over 
the water, that he might run his head full butt againſt the tree. For thidr 
which your belt Anthors ſhun as much as may be, and-ule their beſt arts t; 
gct belides 1t, you run blindly, and therefore boldly upon 1t, as though ir 
were an excellent argument to your purpoſe. You lay, The evidence tor 
Appeals, is from the Cazors of the Sardicar Sj»9d, but it thus be an una- 
{werable argument for the Pope's Supremacy, 1. How come thele Appeats 
to be pleaded trom the S.:rdicar Synod? 2. How come thife Appeals to be de- 
nied, notwirhſtanding the Ca7ons of it ? The former will prove that the $z- 
Premacy, if granted from hence, was not acknowledgecl irom Divine Right; 
the latter, that it w.2s of untverſally acknowledged by the Church after' ; and 
therefore both of them will make an unanſwerable aroument againlt thar 
which you would prove, 722. the Popes Supremacy. Fiit, If the Pope?s iSy- 
premacy be evidenced from hence, x. How comes 1t at all to depend ori rhe 
Canons? 2. Why no ſooner than the Cons of Sardica ? 3. Why nor art 
all mentioned in them ? 1. How comes the Pope's Supremacy,' if of Divine 
Right, to depend at all upon the Caxo-5 of the Church ? We had thought it 
had been much more to your purpoſe, not to have mentioned any Cazons at 
all of the Chn7rch about it, but ro have produced evidences, that this was 
conftantly acknowledged as of Divine Inſtitution. But we mult bear 
with you, in not producing that which is not tobe found. For nothing ean 
be more apparent, than that when the Popes began to pierk up, they pleaded 
nothing but ſome Canons of the Church for what they did, as Julins to the 
Oriental Biſhops, Rgſimus to the African, and'{o others. Tf it had beenever 
thought then, that this Supremacy was of Divine Right ; What ſenſelef; 
men were theſe, to make uſe of the worſt pleas,and never mention the beſt? 
For, ſuppoſing they had ſuch a Supremacy granted them by the Cazoxs of the 
Church, Doth not this imply thar their authority did depend upon the Chur- 
ches grant ? and, what the Church might give for her own conveniency, ſhe 
wired take it away, when ſhe ſaw it abuſed to her apparent prejudice. 
And therefore if they had thought that God had commanded all Churches 
to be ſubje to them, it was weakly done of them to plead nothing but 
the Canons of the Church for it. 2. Why no ſooner than the Canons of 
Sardica ? Was the Church of Rome without her Supremacy till that time? 
Will no Canons of the Churchevidence it before them ? When this Conncil 
was not held till eleven years after the death of Co/tatime. Had the Pope 
no rightof Appeals till it was decreed here ? Tes, Zoſimus pp the Nicene 
Canons for it ; But upon what grounds, will appear ſuddenly. 3. Why is 
not the Pope's Supremacy mentioned as the ground of theſe Appeals then ? 
Certainly thoſe Weſtern Biſhops, who made thoſe Cons, ſhould have only 
recognizedthe Divine Right of the Pope's Supremacy ; and not made a C- 
0a1n{uch a manner as they do; that would make any one be confident 
they never knew the Pops Supremacy. For ther decree runs thus ; That 
in caſe any Biſhop thouzht himſelf unjuſtly condemned ; if 
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it ſeem 200d to you, let us honour the memory of Peter the 
Aprſtle, that it be written by thoſe who have judged the 
cauſe, to Julius the Biſhop of Rome ; and if it ſeem 
good, tet th: judgement be renewed, and tet th.» yppoint 
ſuch as may take cornizance of it, Were theſe men 
mad to make ſuch a Cazon as this, if they believed 
the Popes Supremacy of Divine Inſtitition ? What 


a dwindling expreſlion 15 thar, for -t5e Head of the Church, to call him 
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Biſhop of Rome only, whena matter concerning his Supremacy is decreeinig ? 
And why to Julins biſhop of Rome,T pray ? Had it not been better to S, Þ.. 
ter's Succeſſour, whoſoever he be ? ſo it would have been, no don br, if they 
had intended a D:v:#eor Univerſal Right, And why for the honour »f 
S. Peter”s memory ? Had it not been. more. becoming them to have ſaid, 
out of obedience to. Chriſ”s Commanis, which' made him H-a4 of the Church ? 
And all this come in with an « xe, if it pleaſe you ? What; if it pleaſe you, 
Whether the Pope ſhould be Univerſal Paſtor, or no ? If it pleaſe you, Whe- 
ther the Church ſhould be built ſuper haxc Petram, or no ? If it pleaſe you, 
Whether the Biſhop of Rome ſucceeds , Peter, or no ? Are theſe the men 
that give ſuch evidence tor the Popes Sypremacy ?' You had' better by far 
never mention them ; for if that was the Leſſoz they had-to fay, never any 
Boyes at School ſaid their Leſſoz worle than they do. They wanted ſuch as 
you among them, to haye penned their Cazoz for them ;-and'no doubt it 
had run in a better ſtrain; For 25 much x5 0:7 Lord and Saviour did appoint 
S. Peter Head of the Church, and the Biſhop of Rome to ſucceed him as C FiPs 
Vicar upon earth ; theſe are 10 let you kaow that he hath an abſolute power Ly 
Divine Right over all perſons andcauſes, and that men are bound to obey him 
«pon pain of eternal damnation. This had been ſomething like, if you could 
have found it in ſome Caxoxs of the Church ; but, to produce a poor ſneak- 
ing, If it pleaſe you, What do you elſe but betray the Majeſty and Graxdeur 
oi your Church? And yet after all this, no ſuch thing as abſolute Appeals 
to Rome are decreed here neither, but only that the Biſhop of Rome ſhould 
have power to review the caſe ; arid in caſe it was thought neceſſary, that 
other perſons ſhould be appointed to examine it. But, How much a Re- 
view differs from an Appeal, and that nothing but a power to review caſes 
1s here given tothe Biſhop of Rome ; are ful p maniteſted'by Perrws de Mar- 
c:,ro whomlT again referr you. So that we ſee from. hence you have very 
comfortable evidence for the Pope's Supremacy. | — 
' 2. Suppoſe it had been decreed here, you had not gained much by it; 
Becauſe, notwithſtanding this decree, z# was far from being acknowledged 
by the Univerſal Church. Which I prove from hence, That the Sardjcar 
Canons were not received by the Church : Nothing can be more evident, 
than that theſe Cazozs were not ſo much as known by the African Biſhops, 
when Pope Zoſimus fraudulently ſent them under the name of the Nicexe 
Canons ; infomuch that Cyſanus queſtions, Whether ever any ſuch thing 
were determined by the Sardicaz Synod or no : And it appears by S. Au- 
{tin, that the Council of Sardica was of no great credit in Africa ; tor when 
Fortunius the Donatiſt-Biſhop would prove that the Sardican Synod had 
written to ſome of their party, becauſe one Dozatus was mentioned in it ; 
S. Auſtin tells him, It was a Syod of Arrians ; by which it ſeems very im- 
probable, that they had ever received the decrees of the Weſtern, but only 
of the Eaſtern part of it, which adjourned to Philippopolis, Neither was this 
ever acknowledged for an Occamenical Council, tor although it was in- 
tended for ſuch by the Emperonrs, Conſtans, and Conſtantins, yet but 70. of 
the Eaſtern Biſhops appeared to zoo of the Weſtery ; and thoſe Eaſtern 
Biſhops ſoon withdrew trom rhe other, and decreed things direAly con- 
rrary to the other. Sothat Balſamon and Zynnr.zs, as well as the elder 
Greeks, ſay, The decrees of it can at molt only bind the Weſtern Churches : 
and the arrogating of this power of reviewing cauſes decided by the Ea- 
ftern Churches by Weſtern Biſhops, was apparently the cauſe of the diw- 
ſions betweenthem : the Faſtern and Weltern Churches being after this 
divided by the Alpes Succr.e between Illyricum and 7 bracia. And, although 
Hilary and Epiphanins exprelly call this a Weſtera Council, yet 1t was a long 
time, before the Cazoxs of it were received in the Weſtern Charch. Which 
is 
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is ſuppoſed tobe the reaſon, Why Zoſimus would not mention the $4rd;- 
ca, but called them the Viceze Canons; which forgery was ſu tciently de- 
tetted by the African Biſhops. And it is the worlt of all excules, to lay the 
blame of it ( as youdo) on the Pope*s Secretary ; tor, Do you think Pope 
Zoſimus was locarelels of his buſineſs, asnot to look over ths Commonitori- 
um, Which Fauſtinus carried with him ? Do you thing Fay/tinus would not 
have correRed the fault when the Africa Biſhops boggled fo at it ? Whar' 
made him ſo unwilling that they ſhould ſend into the Eaff to examine the 
Nicene Canons, but intreated them to leave the buſineſs wholly with the Pope, if 
he were not conſcious of ſome forgery in the buſineſs ? But, you ſay, as a 
further plea in Zoſimns his excuſe, Fhat the Conxcil of Sardica wis ax” Apper- 
adix tothe Nicene Conncil rather than otherwiſe. An excellent Appenaix, made 
at tewoand twenty years diſtance from the other, and called by other” Fn. 
peronrs, conſiſting of many other perſons, and aſſembled upon a quite dif ' 
ferent occaſion. It this had been an Appendix to the Nicexe Conzuil, How 
comes that to have buttwenty Caons ? How came Atticus and Cyrill1s not 
to ſend theſe with the other ? How come all the Copics of Councils and Ca: 
ons to diſtinguith them ? How came they not to be contained in the Code 
of Canons, produced in the Council of Chalcedon, in the cauſe of Ba/fanys and 


 Stephanus ? If this were the lame Council, becaule ſome of the ſame things 
.were determined, How comes that in 774//o not to be the fame with the 


6 Occumenical ? How comes the Council of Antioch not to be an 4 pendix 
to the Council of Nice, if this was ; when it was celebrated before this and 


the Canoys of it inſerted inthe Coge of Caons owned by the Council of Chats 


cedon ? So that $4 all the ſhifts and arts you can uſe, you,cannot excuſe Zo 


 ſnus from Impo qre in lending theſe Sardicax under the name of the- N;. 


cene Canons. And, on what account the Pope falſified the Canons then, is 
apparent enough, v:z. for the — the Itereſi of his See ; and this 
the African Fathers did as eaſily diſcern afterwards, as we do now, But+by 
this we ſee, What good Foundations the Pope's claim of $ premacy rad then, 
and what arts (not to ſay frauds) they were beholding to for ſetring it up, 


 evenasgreatasthey have ſince made uſc of to maintain it. 


CHAP 


4 


— 


— - 
—_—_— > — 


— 


Chap. VI. of the Title of Univerſal Biſhop. 


—— 


CHAP. VI. 
Of tho Title of Univerſal Biſhop. 


in what ſenſe the Title of Univerſal Biſhop was taken in Antiquity, 4 three. 
fold. acceptation of it ; as importing 1. A general care over the Chriſtian 
Churches, which is attributed to other Catholick Biſhops by Antiquity, biſiacs 
the Biſhop of Rome, as. is largely proved. 2. A peculiar dignity over the 
Churches within the Roman Empire. This accounted then Occumenical, 
thence the Biſhops of the ſeat of the Empire called Oecumenical Biſhops : and 
ſometimes of other Patriarchal Churches. 3. Noting Univerſal Turiſdiftion 
over the whole Church as Head of it, fo never LIVER 172 Antiquity to the Bi- 
ſhop of Rome. T he ground of the Conteſt about this Title betiveen the Biſhops 
of Rome and Conſtantinople. Of the proceedings of the Conneil of Chal- 
cedon, about the Popes Supremacy. Of the Grammatical and Metaphori- 
cal ſeuſe of this Title. Many arguments to prove it impoſſible that S. Gre- 
gory ſhould underſtand it in the Grammatical ſenſe. 7 he great abſurdities 
conſequent upon it. S. Gregory's Reaſons proved to hold againſt that ſenſe 
of it which is admitted in the Church of Rome. Of Irenzus his oppoſiti- 
on to Victor. Vittor's excommunicating the Aſian Biſhops, arones 20 au- 
thyrity he had over them. What the more powerful principality in Irenzus 
7s, Ruffinus his Interpretation of the 6. Nicene Canon vindicated. The 
Suburbicary Churches cannot be underſtood of all the Churches in the Ro- 
man Empire. The Pope no Infallible Succeſſour of S. Peter, nor ſo acknow- 
ledged to be by Epiphanius. S. Peter had no Supremacy of Power over the 


Apoſtles. (G18 


Is Lordſhip having undertaken to give an account, How the Popes 

JT role by degrees to their Greatzeſs under the Chriſtian Empetours ; in 
proſecution of that, neceſſarily falls upon the Title of Univerſa Brſbop af- 
teAed by John the Patriarch of Conſtantinople, and condemned by Pela- 
gius 2. and Gregory T. This you call a trite and beaten way, becauſe I ſup- 
{& the truth is ſo plain and evident init ; but withall, you tell us, Th:s 
Objection hath been ſatisfied a hundred times over ; if you had faid, the fame 
Anſwer had been repeated fo often over, you had ſaid true ; but if you ſay, 
that it hath been /ar7sfied ozce, you fay more than you are able to defend, 
as will evidently appear by your very unſatisfactory Anſwer, which art laſt 
you give to it. Sothat if none of your party have been any wiſer than 
your ſelf in this matter ; Iam fo far trom being ſatisfied with what they lay, 
that I canonly pity thoſe perſons, whoſe interelt ſwayes their underſtand- 
ings ſo much (orat leaſt their expreſſions) as to make them fay any thing 
that ſeems to be for their purpoſe, though 1n it ſelf never ſo ſenſetels or unrea- 
ſonable. AndI can lcarce hold my felt from ſaying with the Oratour, when 
a like Objection to this was ofered tim, becauſe multitudes had ſaid to, 
Quaſi verb quiaquain fit tam valge, _ athil ſapere, viloare, That truth and 
reaſon are the greatelt Novelties in the world. For ferioully, Were it poſſibic 
for men of common underſtanding, to reſt ſatisfied with {.:ch picitul ſhitts 
as you are fainto make, if they would but ule any treedoin in enquiring, 
and any liberty of judging when they had done ? Bur when once men have 


given (not to ſay ſold away) the exerciſe of thetr tree reaton, by additting 


the nſelvesto a particular interelt, there can {carce any thing be imagined 
{0 abſurd, but it paſſcth currently from oneto another, becaule they are 
bound to receive all blindfold, and in the fame manner to deliver it to 
others. By which means it is an calie matter, tor the greatelt nonſcn{c and 

con- 
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contradictions to be ſaid a hundred times over. | And, Whether it be not {6g 
in the preſent caſe, is that weare now to enquireinto. And for the ſame 
ends which you propoſe to your ſelf, 112. that all obſcurity may be taken away, 
and the truth clearly appear ; I ſhall in the firſt place ſet down, What his 
Lordſhip faith, and then diſtinaly examine What you reply in Anſwer to 
it. Thus then his Lordſhip proceeds. About this timebrake out th: ambition 

e. 1:2. of John Patriarch of Conſtantinople, affecting ro be Univerſal Biſhop, He 
1p.zs conntenanced in this by Mauricius the Emperonr, but ſowrely oppoſed by Pela- 
gius, ard S. GIcgory : Inſomuch that $ Gregory plainly ſayes, 'l hat this Pride 

L. 4. ep. 78. of his ſhews that the timss of Antichriſt were near. So as yet ( and this was 
near upon the point of ſtx hundred years after Chriſt) there was no Univerſal 
Biſhop : no one Monarch over the whole Militant Church. But Mauricius being 

, depoſed and murthered by Phocas ; Phocas conferred upon - Boniface the third, 
that very Honour which two of his predeceſſors had declaimed avainſt as mon- 
ſkrous and blaſphemons, if not Antichriſtian. W here, by the way, ether thefe 
two Popes, Pelagius and S. Gregory erred in this weighty buſineſs, about an U- 
niverſal Biſhop over the-mhole Church : Or, iPthey ard not ere, Bonitace 14 
the reſt, which after him: took it upon them, Were'in their wery predert ſſors judee- 
ment Antichriſtian. Beſore you come to a articular Anſiver, you think it 

P.156. n.r, :. neceſſary tO make a way for It, by premuſing two things. I. That the 11- 
tle of Univerſal Biſhop, was anciently attributed to the B:jhops of Rome ; bt 
they never made uſe of it. 2. That the ancient Biſhops of Conſtantinople «- 
wer intended by this uſurped Title, to deny the Popes Univerſal Authority, even 
over themſelves. Theſe two things I ſhall therefore conſider, becauſe the 
tend much to the clearing the main Controverſie. Tbegin therefore wi 
the Title of Univerſal Biſhop attributed to the Biſhop of Rowe; and before I 
anſiver your particular allegations, we muſt more fully conſider, in what 
ſenſe that title of Univerſal Biſhops was taken in Antiquity, and in what man- 
ner it was attributed to him. For when zzzes have different ſenſes, and thoſe 
ſenſes evidently made uſe of by the ancient Writers, it is a moſt unreaſona- 
ble thing meerly from thetitle to inferr one determinate ſenſe, which is the 
molt contrary tothe current of A-tiquity. The title then of Uz:verſal Biſhop, 
may be conceived to import one of t eſe three things. x. Avencral care and 

ſolicitude over all the Churches of the Chriſtian world, 9. A peculiar dionity vvcr 
the Churches within the Empire. 3. Univerſal Tnriſdiftion over all C hurches, {o 
that all exerciſe of it in the Church is derivative from him as UVn:verſal Pa 
ftor and Head of the Church. This laſt is that which you attribute ro the 
Pope ; and though you find the name of Uziver/al Biſhop a hundred times 
over, in the records of the Church, yet if it be taken incither of the two for. 
mer ſenſes, it makes nothing at all to your purpoſe. Our buſineſs is therefore 
now, to ſhew, that this title was uſed in the Church in the two former fen- 
ſes ;and that nothing from hence can be 1ferred tor that Occumenical Paſtor- 

' ſip, which you ſay, doth, of Divine Right, belong tothe Biſhopof Rome. 

&. 2. T begin with the j-/t, as this Title may import agezeral care and ſolicitude 
over all the Chriſtian Churches : and I deny not but in this ſenſe this title might 
be attributed in Azt:q/ty to the Biſhop of Rowe ; but then I aſſert, that no- 
thing peculiar to him can be inferred from hence, becauſe expreſſions import- 
ing the ſame care, are attributed toother Biſhops, «pecially ſuch who were 
placed in the greater S-es, or were active in promoting the Churches intereſt. 
For which we muſt conſider, rhat power and authority in the B;ſhops of the 
Charch, is given withan immediate reſpect tothe good of the whole Church ; 
{o that if it were poſſible that every particular Biſhop could take care of the 
whole Charch, they have authority enough by their Fuzxctron to do it. But 
it not only being impoſſible that every /3;ſh9p ſhould do it, but it being incon- 
fiſtent wath peace and order, that all ſhould undertake it ; therefore it was 
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neceſſary that there ſhould be ſome reſtraints and bounds ſet, for the more 
convenient management of that authority which they had. From hence 
came the Or7272al of particular Dzoceſes, that within ſuch a compaſs they 
might bctter exerciſe that power which they enjoyed. As if many lights 
be placed in a great Room, though the intention of every one of theſe 1s to 
give light tothe whole Rome; yet that this might the better be done, theſe 
lights are conveniently placed in the ſeveral parts of it. And this is that 
which S. Cyprian means 1n that famous expreſſion of his, That there is but 
one Biſhoprick in the whole world, a part of which is held by every Biſhop ; For 
the Church in common is deſigned as the Dioceſe of all Biſhops, which is ſet 
out into ſeveral appartiments tor the more advantagious governing of it. As 
a flock of many thouſand ſheep, being committed to the care of many Shep- 
herds, theſe all have an eye to the good of the hole Flock, but do not there- 
fore fit all rogether 1n one place to over-lee it, but every one hath his ſhareto 
look after, for the benefit of the hole : But yet ſo, that upon occaſion, 
one of them may extend his care beyond his own diviſion, and may be ve- 
ry uſeful tor the whole, by counſel and direQtion. Thus we ſhall find it 
was inthe Primitive Church; though every Biſhop had his particular Charge, 
yet {till they regarded the common good of the whole Church, and upon 
occaſion did extend their counſel and advice far beyond their particular 
Churches ; and exerciſed their FunCtions in other places beſides thoſe, which 
the Church-s convenience had allotted tothem. Hence it was, that diſſenti- 
ons ariſing between the 4fiaz and Roman Churches, Polycarp comes to Rome, £61. 5: 
and there, as Erſcbins from IVenens tells us, He exerciſed with Anicetus his N,#% 
conſent, his Epiſcopal Function. For, as Yaleſius obſerves, it cannot be un- 
derſtood, as Franciſens Florens would have it, of his receiving the Euchariſt 
from Anicetus, but ſomething of hozoxr is implied in the word mpexgenay, 
whereas there was nothing but what was comman in the ether. Hence 
the ſeveral Epiſtles of I2natins, Polycarp, Trenens, and others, for the advi- | 
ſing, confirming, and fetling Churches, Hence Ireneus concerned himfelf £#{.1.4.c.25. 
ſo much in the buſineſs between Y:&or and the A4ſiav Churches, either to pre- 
vent, or repeal his ſentence of Excommunication againſt them. Hence 
S. Cyprian writes into Spa/z about the m—_— Bapclides and Marttalis, tWO cyprian. ep.68. 
Apoſtatizing Biſhops, and checks Szepher Biſhop of Rome, for his inconſi- 
derate reſtoring them. Hence, Faxffus Biſhop of Lyoxs writes to S. Cy= cypr. ep. 67. 
prian, in the caſe of Martianus of Arles, and he writes to Stephen as being 
nearer, and more concerned in the buſineſs of Nowatianiſm (tor the honour 
of his predeceſſors) in order to his Depoſition ; yet ſo, as he looks on it asa : 
common cauſe belonging to them all ( cuz res noſtrum eft conſulere & ſub-, S 
venire, frater chariſſume) in which they were all bound to adviſe and help. Hence 
S. Cyprian writes to the Biſhop of Rome, as his Brother and Colleague, with- 
out the leaſt intimation of deriving any Juriſdiction from him, bur often 
expreſſing that charge which was committed to every Biſhop, which he muſt 
look to as mindful of the account he muſt give to God, Hence /Jazianzen ;.. os. 
faith of S. Cyprian, That he not only governed the Churches of Carthage and 18. p. 281. 
Africa, bat all the Weſtern parts,. and eves almoſt all the Enſtern, Southern, 
and Northern too, as far as his fame went. Hence Arſexins writes to Atha- Athazaſ. 4p. 
maſins, We embrace Peace and Unity with the Catholick Church, over which. 9 pg 
thou, through the Grace of God, doſt preſide. Hence Gregory Nazzanzen laith Naziars- 
of Athanaſius, That he made Laws for the whole earth. Hence S. Baſil writes 9at- 21+ 
to him, That he had care of all the Churches, as of his own; and inthe ſame A 52. 
Epiſtle calls him, The Head and chief over all, Hence S. Chryſoſtom inthe Ton. 3.7: 79- 
praiſe of Enftathins the Patriarch of Artioch, faith, That be was inſtrufted Cir if 2.631. 
by the Divine Spirit , that he was not only to have care of that Church over ea. Savil. 
which he was ſet, but of the whole Church _ the world, Hence hy 
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rhe great endeavours of 1 heophilus and Cyril, Patriirchs of Alexiziciria, of 
Enſecours Vercilleaſis, Hularins Pickawvicuſts, and {cveral oti:ers, tor roO0t10g out 
of Herelies ; not contning themlelves to thoſe Prow/zcs allotted ro them, 


- but extending their care over other Chnrches. Hence caine trequent ordi- 


nations of perſons out of their own Diocefes, as of Palins at Antioch by 
Lucifer Caralitanns, of many b ſhops 11 Syria and 3: {pot am by Erſebins 


7% Samſate AnS, and of a Presbyter at Bethbleem by EPI010411s : who Wien he 


was quarrelled at by Johnot Hieruſalem tor it, he detends his action by this 
{a Y1Dg, That, 1» Sacerdotio Dei pull eſt diverſitas, i..e, Whereever a Bijhop- 
was, he might exerciſe his power as {uch, although the Churches prudence 
had ſet limus to their ordinary Juriſdiction. From theſe things then we 
ſee, that a general care and ſ/olicitude of the Univerſal Church, doth belo 
to every Bi{-op, and that ſome of them have been expreſly ſaid to have 
had the care of the whole Church, which 1n other terms 1s to lay, [hey 
were Univerſal Biſhops. So that from this ſenſe of.the Title, you gain nothing 
to your purpoſe, though the care of the Unzver/a/ Church be attributed 
to the B:ſhop of Rowe, though he acts and calls Councils, and orders other 
things out of his own Prowizce, yet all this proves not the Supremacy you 
intend ; for this is no more than other B/hops did, whom you will not ac. 
knowledge to be Heads of the Church, or Univerſal Biſhops 19 that ſenſe. 

2. An Univerſal Biſhop denotes a peculiar dinnity over the Churches within 
the Roman Empire : For which, two things will be ſufficient to manilelt it. 
1. That the Roman Empire was then accounted Univerſal. 2. That ſome 
Biſhops in the Great Churches, were on that account called Occumenical or 
Univerſal Biſhops. 1. That the Roman Empire was then accounted Univer- 

fal ; for which multitudes of teſtimonies might be cited, in which ob 
Romanus, and orbis humanus were looked on as Synonymorns ; thence Trebel- 
lius Pollio in Macrianis , qui ex diverſis partibus orbis Romant reſlituant : 
and as Sa/maſins witneſſerh in thoſe writers of the Imperial Hiſtory ; mot 
of the ancient 4 SS. for orbis Romanns have orbis humanus ; for, as he 
ſaith, Ea gloria fuerunt Romani, ut totum orbem ſunm vocarent ; hinc orbis 
Romanis paſſim apud antlores reperitur pro nniverſo orbe ; thence they cal- 
led the Roman people, onninm gentinm victor ; and from hence Ammia- 
#ns Marceliinus calls Rome, caput mundi (the ncad of the world) and the 
Roman Senate, Aſylum mundi totins (the Sanctuary for the whole world ; ) 
thence I Dartianus ſaith of Severus, orberm terrarum 0mamgne deſpexit, when, 
as Caſaubon obſerves, he ſpeaks only of the Rowan Provinces, And from 
hence, whatever was out of the Roman Eprre, was called Barbaria, thence 
the rura vicina Barbarie 1n Lampriaius, tor the-2/arches which lay next to 
the enemics Colintry ; thence Marcellinus, wiſus eſt in Barbarico miles, and 
in the Imperial Conſtitutions, as Juſtellns oblerves, Barbari vocantur , qut- 
cunque Imperio Romano non parebart (all were called barbarous out of the 
Roman Empire) and in the ſame ſenſe barbaricumn is uled inthe 58. Canon ot 
the African Coat, and inthe 206. Canon of the Code of the Univerſal Ch:rch, 
that the Biſhops « is GueGaemuis, 7c. out of the Roman Empire, (hould be 
oidained by the Patriarch of Conſtantinople. Now, lince the Roman Em- 
p:1e was Called orb;s Romanus, and yjn Greck, Guin, ( as appears, in that 
Auguſtus, Luk. 2.1. 1s ſaid totax mou 7; emeyyry, the whole world, which 
could be only the Roman Empire ; and the tamine in the fame, 1s faid tobe 


' +2" bany Thy oper, Act. 11.28.) itis no wonder it thole Biſhops who enjoy- 
" F 


c.| the greatclt dignity 1n the Roz24 Empire Were C alled Orcnmenical ; and 
thole Councils lo too, which conſiſted of the Biſhops within thoſe bounds. 
I come therefore to the ſecond thing , That ome Biſhops in the Great 
Churches m the Roman Empire, were called Oecumenical, as that relates to 
the n «ixeptn, v;2. the Roman Empire, For which wy may conſider, the 
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triarch of Antioch, that ſo he might govern as it were 
the whole body of the Church. But moſt clear and full 
to that purpoſe is the teſtimony of Theodorer concern- 
ing Neſtorias being made Patriarch of C onſtantinople. 
He was intruſted with the Government of the Catholick 
Church of the Orthodox at Conſtantinople, and thereby 
of the whole world. What work would you make 
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with ſo illuſtrious a teſtimony in Aztiguity for the | 
Biſhop of Rome as this is for the Patriarch of Conſtantinople ? Ule there- 
fore and interpret but theſe teſtimonies as kindly as you do any for 
the Roman See, and will you not find as large a power over the Church 
attributed to the other Patriarchs as you do to the Biſhop of Rome ? 
What is it then you would infer from the title of Univerſal Biſhop be- 
ing attributed to him ? Will the very title do more than what is ſigni. 
fied by it ? Or muſt it of neceſſity import ſomething more when given 
to the Biſhop of Rome than it doth when given to other Biſhops ? if it 
doth, you mult prove it from ſome other Arguments, and not barely 
from the title being attributed to them. Thus you ſee, though the title 
were granted to be attributed to him, there 1s nothing new, nothing pe- 
culiar 1n 1t. | 
But we muſt further examine, Who they are that attribute this title to, 
him, and what the account 1s of their doing it. For this, you cite the 
Council of Chalcedon in a letter inſerted in the Acts of it, the Council of Con- 
{tantinople ſub Menna, John Biſhop of Nicopolis, Conſtantinus Pogonatus 
the Emperonr, Baſil the younger, and Balſamon himſelf. To the firlt I An- 
{iwer. 1. That this title was not given by the Conrcil of Chalcedon. 2. It 
it had, no more was given to the Biſhop of Rome, than to the Biſhops ofother 
Patriarchal Churches. 1. That this title was not given by the Gereral 
Conncil of Chalcedon ; this I know Gregory 1. in his Epiſtles about this ſub- 
ject repeats nſque ad nauſcam, that the title of Univerſal Biſhop was offered to 
the Biſhop of Rome by the Conncil of Chalcedon and that he refuſed it ; but 
there is as little evidence for the one as the other. That the title of Oecx- 
menical Patriarch was attributed to the Biſhop of Rome by ſome Papers 
read and received in that Conzcid I deny not, but we muſt conſider the 
Ece 2 perſons 
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perſons who did it, and the occaſion of ir. The perſons were ſich who 
came to inform the Conncl againit Diofcorr the Patrirrch of Alexandria, 
and they were no other than Athaniſins a Presbyter, Theodorns and I/chp- 
1102 two Deacons, and Sophroninrs a Laick of Al-xand7ia : now theſe pertons 
not in a letter (as you relate it) but in their ///s exhibited to the Conc! 
againſt Dieſcors give that title of Oecmenical Patriarch or Archb:ſh:p to 
Leo the Biſhop of Rome. And 1s this now the ofker made of the title of 
Univerſa! Biſhop by the Conzerlof Chalcedon ? But you lay, 1 his was inſirt- 
ed into the its of th: Connecil? I grantit was, but on what account ? not 
withany reſpeCtto the zi, but as containing the Accuſitios againſt D;/- 
oſcorr:s, Put where do any of the Bjhops or: that Cormcil attribute that 
title to Loo? which of them mentions 1t 1n their ſubſcriptions to the DPepo- 
ſition of D:oſcorrs, though many of them ſpeak expreſly of Leo-and -{;23:c- 
lins together with the ſame titles of honour tgghem both ? Why did not 
the Conncil fupericribe their Synodrcal” Epiſtle to Pope Leto with that title? 
lo indeed Bras rather ſuppoſes they ſhould have done, than proves they 
ever did it : andthat only trom Gre2ortes Epiſtle (not Leo's as he miſtakes 
it ) to Enlogins where he mentions this ofter, but upon what grounds we 
have ſeen alrcady, Burt ſuppoſe, 2. We ſhould grant, that the Conzcil of 
Chalcedou ſhould have offered the title of Occrmmenical Patriarch or Biſhop, 
to the Biſhop of Rome ; there are none who underſtand any thing of the 
nature of that title, or the proccedings of that Cozzi, who can imagine 
they ſhould intend any acknowledgement of the Popes Supremacy by it. 
For the title it {elf as to the importance of it was common to other B;- 
{bops, eſpecially of the Patriarchal Sees, as I have proved by ſome inſtances 
already, and might do yet by more ; but I ſhall content my ſelf with the 
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ingenuous confeſſion of Sim. Vigorivs ; That when 


Ft hav Yerum tenari Andabate noſivi, non 
aduertunt, cum Occidintalis Patres, Ponti- 
fices Romanos vOcant, univerſales Eeclepe 
Epiſcopos,id move ſnarum Ecclefiar wn facere, 
ex £4 notione, non quod putent toti:es orb:s 
unizerſalis, univerſales ſe Epiſcapos, ſed 
eidem qua Conflantinepo'itanns, Altxanart- 
15, Antiochenus, Hieroſolymitan!s, Aicun- 
tur Hnivorſales : aut ut waiverſales Eccleſi- 
arm qe ſiont ſb eorium Patriarchatu * aut 
quod in Conciliis Oecumenicis tots Ecclefie 
freſint. Vigorius Comment. ad Reſp. Sy- 
nodal. Concil. Baſil. p. 35. 


the Weſtern Fathers, call the Roman Biſhops, Biſhops of 


the Univerſal Church , they do it from the cuſtom of 
their Churches, not tht they look on them as Univer- 
ſal Biſhops of the whole Church, but in the ſame ſenſe that 
the Patriarchs of Conſtantinople, Antioch, Alexan- 
dria, Jeruſalem, are called fo; or xs they are Univer- 
fal over the Churches nnacr their Patriarchate ; or that 
in Oecumenical Councils they prefide over the mhole 
Church. And after acknowledgeth, that the title of 


Univerſal or Oecumemcal Biſhop makes norhing for 
the Popes Monarchy in the Church. And 1f it doth not ſo when given by 
the Weſtern Fath:rs, much lefs certainly when given by the Eaſtern, eſpe- 
cially thoſe who met in the Coraci! of Chatreaoa ; For it is evident by 
their 16 Sefton, the 28 Canon, and their Syoarcal Epiſtle to Pope Leo, they 
deſigned the advancement of the Sc of Conſtantinople ro equal riviledges 
with that of Rome. And therefore if they gave the Pope the title of Occu- 
menical Patriarch, or Biſhop, it was that he might be willing that rhe P.:- 
rriarch of Conſtantinople might be called ſo too. And it, as Greoory laith, 
the Biſhops of Rome world uot accept the title of Univerſal Biſhop, the trucit 
account I know of it, is, lelt the Patriarch of Coſtantinople ſhould ſhare 
with himin it; but we ſee when the great Bexefador to your Church the 
Benign Phocas, as Grezory himiclt ſtyles him, gave it to the Biſhop of Rowe 
alone, then hands and heart and all were ready to receive it. And I much 
tear Leo 1. and St. Greoory hinfelt would have been ſhrewdly tempted to 
rCccive it, if it had been oftered them upon thoſe terms, that no one ellc 
{hould have it beſides them ; but they ſcorncd it till they conld have it 
alone. And for all their declamations againſtthe pride of Anatolirs and 


Tohn, Patriarchs of Conſtantinople, they mult look very favourably on the 
actions 
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actions of thoſe two Popes, that diſcern not their own Pr:/4e in condemning 
of rhem jor it. For uſually men ſhew it as much in ſuſpeCting or con- 
demning others for it, as 1n any other way whatſoever. Thus it was in 
theſe perſons ; they thought the Patriarchs of Conſtantinople provid and ar- 
rogant, becauſe they ſought tobe equal with them. But, Was it not their 
own greater Pride, that they were able to beir no «als? and it is to be 
leared, 1t was their deſire to advance their own Supremacy which made 
them quarrel 1o much with Azatolizes, and John, and Cyriacus- For would 
ticy but have been contented to truckle under the Roxza Biſhops they 
had been accounted very meek and humble men. And St. Greeory him- 
{clt, would not ſure have thought much to have called them ſo, who moſt 
abominably tlatters that monſter Phoc.zs, after the murder of Manricizs and 
his Childrez : tor he begins his Zpifileto him with, Gloria in excelſis Deo : 
Glory to God oz hich, who, accoraing to what is written, changes times and 
irafers Njmzdoms : and alter, in ſuch notorious flattering expreſſions 
congratulates his coming to the Throxc, that any one who reads them 
would think Phoczs the greater Saint ; he rejoyces, that the benignity of his 
piety was advanced to the Imperial Throne, aay (lxtentur colt & exultet 
terr1 ) let the heavens rejozce and the earth be glad, and all the people which 
hath been hitherto ia much affliction, revive at the bewignity of your aftions. 
O rare Phoczs ! Could he do any leſs than pronounce the Biſhop of Rowe 
Uaiverſal Biſhop atter this, when poor Cyriacus at Conſtantinople fuftered 
for his oppoſing him for the execrable murder of his Maſter ? Therefore 
theſe proceedings of Leo and Gregory yield ſhrewd matter of ſuſpicion, 
what the main ground of their quarrel againſt the Patriarchs of Conftanti- 
2opte was. For before, the Exzperors {tood up for the honour of Coxſtanti- 
zople as being the ſeat of their Empire, and: Rome began to ſink, the Em 
ire decaying there; but now, there was a fit time to do ſomething for 
the hozour of the Roman See ; Cyriacus was in diſgrace with the Tyrazt 
Phocas ; and no ſuch time as now to fall in with him and careſs him : and 
we ſee Greeory did it pretty well for a Sixt, but he lived not to enjoy the 
benefit of it; but Boziface did however. h 

After the Patriarchate of Conſtantinople was erected, the Popes had a 
double game to play, to advance themſelves, and depreſs that, which it 
was very hard tor them to do, becauſe all the Eaſter Biſhops, as well as 
the Experonr favoured it. But after equal priviledges were decreed to 
the Patriarch of Conſtantinople with the Biſhop of Rome, by the Council of 
Conſtantinople, they could no longer diſſemble their choler ; but had no 
ſich occaſion miniſtred to them to exprels it as after the Cano of the 
Corncil of Chalcedoz, ( wherein were preſent 630 Biſhops) which confirmed 
the former. For then Leo fumes and frets and writes to Martianns, and 
Pulcheria , to Anatolins and the Biſhops of the Eaſt ; but {till pretends 
that he itood up for the priz/tedges of the other Parriarchs and the VNeceze 
Canons, and what not? but one might eafily diſcern what it was that 
pinched him, viz. the equalizzg the Patriarch of Conſtantinople with him- 
{clt; Which it is apparent he ſuſpetted before, by the inſtructions he 
TAVe his Lees Paſchaſiurs and Lucentius, to be {are to oppoſe whatever 
was propoſed in the Conzcil. concerning the Primacy of that See. And 
accordingly they did ; and complained that the Caxoz was ſurrepritiou/ly 
made. Which they were hugely overſeen in doing while the Conncil ſat, 
for upon this the whole matter is reviewed, the Judges can the bulinels, 
the Biſhops proteſt there were no practices uſed; that they all voluntarily 
conſented to it ; and all this in the preſence of the Roman Legoats ? How 
comes it then to paſs that this ſhould not be a regular and Concihar action ? 


Were not the Biſhops at age to underſtand their own priviledees ? Did 
6 Not 
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not the Biſhop of Antioch know his own iztereft as well as Pope Leo? Mult 
he be ſuppoled more able to underſtand the /Viceze Canons than thele 
630 Biſhops? Why then was not this Caro as regutar as any other. Why 
torlooth, {he Pope did not conſent to it. So true 1s that ſharp cenſure of 
Lndovicus Vives, that, thoſe: are accounted lawful Ca- 


cilia que in vom ſeam tacit, reliqua non Ons and Conncils which make for their intereſt , but 
pluris eſtimanda quam conventum mulity= others are 20 more eſt vemed than a company of tattling 


cularum in textring vel therm:s. Lud. Vives 
in Aug. dc C1yit, Dei 1. 20, cap. 26. 
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bo 56ls 


P.156. n. 2, 


Goffips. But what made the ' Pope ſo angry at this 
Canon of the Council of Chalceday ? He pretends the 
honour of the Vicexe Canons, the preferving the priviledees of other Patri- 
archs ; But Binins hath told us the true reaſon ot it ; becauſe, they ſay, that 
the Primacy of Rome came, by its beixs the ſeat of the Fmpire ; and therefore 
aot by Divine right : and ſizce Conſtantinople was become? the ſeat of the Em- 
pre too, therefore the Patriarch there ſhould enjoy equal privitedges with the 
Biſhop of Rome. If Rome had continued {till the ſole ſcat of the Empire, 
this reaſon would not have been quarrelled at; but now Rome ſinking 
and Conſtantinople riſing, this muſt not be endured ; but all the arts and 
devices poſſible muſt be uſed to keep it under. And this is the true ac- 
count of the piqze which the Biſhops of Roxze had to the Patriarchs of Con- 
ftantinople : From whence we may calily gueſs how probahle it is that 


this Council of Chalcedon did acknowledge the Pope Occamenical Biſhop int 


any other ſenſe than _ contended the Patriarch of Conſtantinople was {0 
too. And the ſame anſwer will ferve tor all your following Inſtances. 
For, as you pretend that the Conncl of Conſtantinople ſub Menna ad call 
Pope Agapetus Occumenical Patriarch, 10 it is moſt certain that it call'd 
Mennas the Patriarch of Conſtantinople1o too. And which is more, Adrian r. 
in his Epiſtle to Tharaſins of Conſtrntinople mn the ſecond Nicene Conncit 
calls him Univerſal Biſhop. If therefore the Greek Emperors and Balſa- 
20x Call the Pope ſo, they import nothing peculiar to himin it, becauſe it 
is molt evident they call'd their own Patr:arch fo likewiſe. So that you 
find little advantage to your cauſe from this firſt thing which you premiſe, 
viz. that the Pope was ancicntly called Univerſal Biſhop. But you fay fur- 
ther. 2. That the Biſhops of Conſtantinople never intended to deny by this 
uſurped title, the Popes Univerſal Authority even over themſthves, This 1s 
ambiguous, unleſs it be further 7 cnn what you mcan by Uzverſal 
Authority ; for, it may cither note ſome kind of pre-emrnmexce and dienity 
which the Biſhop of Roxe had as the chief Patriarch, and who on that ac- 
count had great Authority in the Church, and this your inſtances prove that 
the Patriarchs of Conſtantinople did acknowledge to belong to the Pope : 
but it by Univerſal Authority be meant Univerſal Juriſdiction wer the 
Church as appointed the head of it by Chriſt, then not one of your inſtanccs 
comes near the ſhadow ot a proot tor it. 

Thus having conſidered what you premiſe, we come to your Anſiver it 
ſelf. For which you tell us, Me are to take notice, that the term | Univerſal 
Biſhop ] is capable of two ſenſes; the owe Grammatical, the other Metaphorical. 
In the Grammatical ſeaſe it ſrenifies Biſhop of the Univerſal Church, and of all 


| Churches in particular, even to the excluſion of all others from being property 


Biſhops ; and conſequently diſplaceable at his pleaſure ; as being only his, not 
Chrifts officers ; and recervino anthority from him, and at from Chriſt. In 
the Metaphorical ſenſe, it ſienifies only ſo high aud eminent a dionity above all 
other Biſhops throughout the whole Church, that thoneh hr, who is ftiled Uni- 
werſal Biſhop, hath a true and real Superinteadency, Juriſdiction, and Antho- 
rity over all other Biſhops, yet that they be as truly and properly Biſhops in 
their reſpettive Provinces and Dioceſes as he himſelf. This berne cleared (lay 
you) ti evident that St. Gregory when he 1mverohs agarnſt the title of Oni- 
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verſal Biſhop, takes it in the literal and Grammatical ſenſe; which you very 
faintly endeavour to prove out of him, as Iſhall make it preſently appear. 
This being then the ſubſtance of that Anſwer which you ſay hath been 
given 4 h:a4red t1:25 over, mult now oxce for all pals a 1trift and ſevere 
examination. Whuch it ſhall receive in thele rwo Enquiries, 1. Whether 
it be poſſible to conceive that St. Uregory {hould take Univerſal Bijhop1n 
the literal and C742m24tical lenſe ? 2, Whether all the Arguments which 
ke uſeth againit that title, do not hold againſt that Univerſal Furiſiiition 
which you attribute to the Popeas Head of the Church ? 

1. Whether ir be poſſible to conceive that St. Greeory ſhould take 
Unrwerſil Biſhop inthe literal and Grammatical ſenſe which you give of it ? 
And he which can think ſo, mult have ſome other way of uncifiading 
his meaning than by his words and arguments, which I confeſs I do not 
pretend to. , Bur it we examine them, we {hall find how impoſlible it is 
that St. Gregory ſhould ever think that Johz pretended to be the ſole Bi- 


ſhop of this world. 1. Becauſe -Gregory faith, That ſame title which John G12: 7.1. 8: 
had uſurped was offered to the Roman Biſhops by the Council of Chalcedon, *3* 


but noae of them would ever uſe it, becauſe 1t ſcemed to dirainiſh the honour of 
other Biſhops. Nowl pray think with your ſelf, whether ever 630 Biſhops 
would conſent together to give away all their power 2nd Authority in the 
Chrch ? For you ſay, The literal ſenſe of Univerſal Biſhop doth ſuppoſe him 
70 be Biſhop of all particular Churches, to the .excluſionof all others from being 
properly Bilbops, and are all diſplageable at his ge: Can it now enter into 
your mind that Gregory ſhould ever think that theſe Biſhops ſhould all 


make themſelves the Popes Vaſſals of their own tree choice ? We ſee even *© 


under the great Uſarp.tiozs of the Biſhop of Rozxe ſince, though they pre- 
tend ( tor all that I can ſee ) to be Oecamenical Biſhops in a higher ſenſe than 
ever John pretended to, that-yet the Biſhops of the Rowan Communion are 
not willing to-{ubmit their office wholly to the Papal Jariſdittion; witneſs 
the ſtout and eager conteſts of the Spaniſh Biſhops in the Council of Trent 
about the Divine Inſtitution of the Epiſcopal Office, againſt the pretences of 
the 1ta/iaz Party. And ſhall we then think when the Pope was far from 
that power whuch he hath ſince Uſurped, that ſuch a multitude of grave 
and reſolute Biſhops ſhould throw their Miers down at the Popes feet, and 
ofter him in your /teral ſenſe, to be ſole Biſhop of the World? That they would 
relinquiſh their power, which they made no queſtion they had from 
Chriſt, and take 1t up again at the Popes hands? But whether you can 
imagine this of ſo many Biſhops or no, Can you conceive that Gregory 
ſhould think ſo of them? and he mult do it, it he took the title of Un:- 
verſal Biſhop in your /iteral ſenſe ;; and yet this Gregory ſaith, Foc Univerſi- 
ratis women oblatuzs eſt, I hat very aame of Univerſal Biſhop was offered to the 
Pope by thr Courc'l of Chalcedon ; Sed nullus unquam Deceſſorum meorum 
hoc tam prophano Vocabulo, uti conſenfit. Nothing then can be more 
plain, than that Job;2 took that which the Pope refuſed. And he that can 
believe that this title ſhould ever be offered 1n this literal ſenſe, I defpair 
without the help of Ph1ſiz{ to make him believe any thing. 2. This very 
title was not uſurped wholly by Jobz himſelf, but was given him in a Couz- 
cl at Conſtuntinople, This Gregory conteſſeth in his Epiltle to £Eu/ogzes and 
Anaſtaſius the Patriarchs of Antioch and Alexandria, that abort eight vears 
before, in the time of Pelagius his predeceſſor, John called a Council at Con- 
ſtantinople in which be eadeavonrs to be called Univerſal Biſhop - 1o Urveory 7 
but he confeſſerh elſewhere that he ettected it. And it appears by the 
Epiſtle of Pelacins himſelf writ on that occaſion, that it was more than a 
mer eadeawour, and that they did conſent to it ; elſe, Why doth Pel.ze/s 


ſay, Quicquid in weſtro conventiculo ſtatuiſtis, Whatever they had _—_— : 
mine 
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mined in their Conventicle (as on this account Pelagzzs calls it, becauſe it 
wanted his approbation ) ? And it is evident from Gregores zealous writing 
to the other Pazriarchs about it, that they did not look on themſelyes as 
ſo much concerned about it. Now in this Couc// which met at Conſtan- 
zmople, which was called together in the caſe of Gregory the Patriarch of 
Antioch, all the Patriarchs either by themſelves or /ub/?itutes were preſent, 
as Evagrins tells us, and not only they but ſeveral Merropolitans too ; now 
if they had taken this in the /rteral ſexe, Can you think they would have 
yielded to it? Were not they much more concerned about it than either 
Pelagins or Gregory were? for they were near him, and were ſure to live 
under this uſurped power of his, and to ſmart by it, if it were ſo great as 
you ſuppoſe it tobe. But it isapparent by their yielding to it, they looked 
on it, to be ſure, not in the Literal ſenſe, and it may be as no more than the 
Homorary 1 itle of Oecumenical Patriarch. 6 
. How comes it to paſs, that none of the /ucceſſors of John and Cyriacus 
aid ever challenge this Title inthe Literal ſenſe of it ? For we do not ſee 
that they quitted it, for all Phocas gaveit to Pope Boniface, fince by your 
woatkensl/Y I 6 in the Greek Canon-Law, Siſinnius, German, Conſtantine, Alexi- 
us, and others are called Occumenical Patriarchs : And it appears by the Epi- 
ftles of Pe/agins and Gregory, that was the 7:tle which Johx had then given 
him. Sz ſummus Patriarcha Univer ſalts aicitur, Patriarcharum nomen ceteris 
denegatur, ſaith Pelagins. Si enim hoc dici licenter permittitur, honor Patriar- 
charum omnium negatur, ſaith Gregory. From which words 1 think it moſt pro- 
bable, that the main ambition of the Patr:archs of Conſtaxtinople, was not 
meerly that they would be called Occumezical Patriarchs, but that Title 
ſhould properly belong to them as excluding others from it, which was it 
that touched the Biſhops of Rome to the quick ; becauſe thea Conſtantinople 
flouriſhed, as much as Rome decayed by the opprefſions of the Lombards ; 
and Gregory complained of this to Conſtantia the Empreſs, that for ſeven and 
twenty years together they had lived in Rome, inter Longobardorum gladios 
( «07g the ſwords of the Lombaras)) and this made them fo jealous, that the 
honour of the Romar See was then ſinking, and therefore they ſtickle ſo 
much againſt this Title, and draw all the invidious conſequences from it 
poſſible, the better to ſet the other Patriarchs againſt it ; and becauſe that 
would not extend far beyond the Patriarchs themlielves, they pretend like- 
wiſe, that this was to make himſelf Univerſal Bjſhop. But not certainly in 
your Literal ſenſe; for then Gregory would have objeRted ſome ations conſe- 
quent upon this Title; in depriving Biſhops of their Jariſdidtion, and diſpla- 
cing ſome, and putting in others at hu pleaſure ; which you ſay, is the natu- 
ral efteCt of this Literal ſenſe of Univerſal Bifpop. But we read of nothing of 
this nature done either by John or Cyrzacus ; they acted no more than they 
did, only enjoyed a higher Title. And this is proved further, 
4. By the carriage of the Ex:perour Mauricius in this buſineſs. Gregory 
writes a pitiful moaning Letter to him about it, and uſes all the Rhezorick 


hehad to perſwade the Emperovr, that he would either fleere, or coercere, 


zncline, or force himto lay aſide that arrogant Title : But for all this it ap- 
pears by Gregory's Letter to the Empreſs, {hat the Emperor had checked hius 
for mealing in it , and was ſo far from oppoſing the 


Awit, quod non tm corriput qui ſuperbit, Patriarchs Title, that 1n efte&t he bid him trouble him- 
ſed me magis ab inteutione mea declinare tl» (IE 9 gore about it : Which poor S. Gregory took 
arit, Gr þ 4» eP. 34+ - il] _ y . 

very ill. And afterwards, when Cyriacas ſucceeded 


John in Conſtantinople, the Emperour being ſomewhat teartul, leſt Gregory 
at the coming in of a new Patriarch, might, on the account of this new 
Title, dey bis Communicatory Letters, he diſpatches a Letter to him to 
quicken him about it. . And he takes it very unkindly that the Emperonr 
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ſhould ſupect his 72diſcretion ſo much, that for the ſake of this Title, which 
he ſaith, h4d ſorely wounded him, he ſhould aeny Communion iz the Faith with 
him ; and yet inthe ſame Epiltle ſaith, That whoſoever took the Title of Uni- 
verſal Biſhop upon him, was a forerunner of Aatichriſt,” But if this name had 
been apprehended in that which you call, The Litcral and Grammatical ſenſe, 
Would not the Emperonr (being commended by. Gregory too for his Pzety) 
have rather encouraged him in it ? whereas he plainly 


Greg. l. 6. 
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tells him, It w.zs a conteſt about a frivolons name, and no P97 - re mibs inſus juſſimious pietas pres 
; "4 | | , | J . ceptt ducens, ut pro appellatione frivols #n- 
thing elſe ; and that there oneht to be no ſcandal aMONS minis inter nds ſeantaluim giterari 200 de- 


them about it, Upon which Gregory 1s put to his di- #at. Greg. ibid, 
{tinrtions of two ſorts of frivolons things, ſome that are 
very harmleſs, and ſomes that are very hurtful, 1, e, frivo naciva. Ibid, 

lous things are cither ſuch as are frivolous, or ſuch as 

arenot; tor, Who ever imagined, that ſuch things asare very hurtful, are 
frivolous ? But however, S.Gregory {peaks excellent ſenſe ; for his meaning is, 
that the '/ 7z/e 1t ſelf may be frivoloss, but the conſequences of it may be dread- 
ful, and ſo we have found it {ince Js time. So that this appears to be the true 
ſtate of the buſineſs between them ; the Patriarch of Conſtantinople, he chal- 
lengeth the Title of Oecumenical Patriarch or Biſhop, as belonging of right to 
him,being Patr/arch of the chief Seat of the Expire, but inthe mean time chal- 
lengeth no Un7ver/al Furiſaiition by virtue of this Title : On which account 
the Emperour and Eaſtern Biſhops admit of it : On theother ſide, rhe Biſhops 
of Romz, partly looking at their own zztere/t init (toro it appears by one 
of Gregory's Epiſtles tothe Emperoar, that he ſuſpected 
it to be his own 7ztereſt which he {ſtood ſo much up for ) 


Sed rogo ut imperialis pitt.zs perſet, quia 
ali ſunt frivola valde innoxia, alis valie 


Nunquid eg0 his in ve piiſſime Domine pro- 
priam cauſam defendo ? nunquid ſpeciaiem 


and partly foreſeeing the dangerous conſequence of this, 5njwan vintico > 1d.1, 4.EP. 32. 


if Univerſal Jurtſdifion were challenged with it, 
they reſolutely oppoſe it, not meerly for the Tile ſake, but for that which 
might follow upon that T z#/e, taking it not in your Zzerat, but in your Me- 
zaphorical ſenſe, as T ſhall ſhew preſently. But neither party was ſo weak 
and filly, as toapprehend it in your Lzteral ſenſe ; for then neither would 
the Fmperony have ſleighted it, nor the Popes oppoſed it on thoſe terms 
which they do, and on fuch grounds which reach your Metaphorical 
enſc. 
p s. The ſame Title inthe ſame ſexſe which Gregory oppoſed it, did Boni- 
face accept of, trom the Emperor Phoc.cs, This you conteſs your felf, when 
you ſay, / hat all that Phocas did, was but to declare that the Title ia conteſt did 
of right belong to the Biſhop of Rome only ; therefore the ſame Title which 
the Patriarch of Conſtantinople took to himſelf before, was both given by 
Phocas, and taken by Pope Boniface. Thus then being contelled by you, let 
me now ſeriouſly ask you, Whether the Tizle of Univerſal Billes, which 
Pope Greoory oppoled, was to be taken in the Grammatical or Metaphorical 
ſenſe ? Take now, Whether of them you pleaſe ; if in the Mcraphorical, all 
his arguments hold againſt the Popes preſent Univerſal Furiſdittion, by your 
own confelhon ; if in the Literal and Grammatical, then Pope Boniface had 
all thoſe things belonging to him, which Gregory condemns thar Title for. 
Then by your own contetſion Pope Bonif.zce muſt be the forerunmr of Anti- 
chriſt, he muſt equal himſelf to] uciter iz pride, he muſt have that name of 
Blaſphemy upon him, and all thoſe dreadtul coſequences muſt attend him and 
all his followers, who own that Title of Vz/ver/al Biſhop, in that which you 
Hb the Litera/ or Grammatical [tnſe of It. a : 
/ 6. Laſtly, it appears from S. Grezory himfelt, that the Rea/ozs which he 
' urgeth againſt the Title of V»:rerſal Biſhop, are ſuch as hold againſt that 
which you call the Merapborical ſenſe of it ; which in ſhort 1s, An Univer- 
fal Paſtor exerciſing Authority and JOY over the whole Church. And 
' It 
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it is {carce poſſible to imagine, that he ſhould ſpeak more clearly againſt 
{uch an Vzrverſal Headſhipthan he doth ; and urges ſucharguments againlt 
it, which properly belong to that Mctaphorical ſenſe of it. As when he 
nh þ. berhge cx faith ro John the Patriarch, What wilt thou anſuver 2 
Mite, bu pntrens judicis examine Atttnrits es, Chriſt the Head of the Univer ſal Church a the ary of 
q:4 cuntta ejcs membra tibimet con2rs uni- judgement, who doft endeavonr to ſubject all his members 
zerſais appellarione ſupponere ? OIe8: 4+ 0, rho under the name of Univerſal Biſhop ? What is 
& fins | | there in theſe words which doth not fully belong to 
your Metaphorical ſenſe of Head of the Church ? Doth he not lubject all 
Chriſts members to him ? Doth he not challenge to himſclt proper jur:/4iction 
zer them ? What then will he be able toan{wer ro Chri/t the Head of the 
Univerſal Church, as St. Gregory underſtands it c.xc/yſive of any other ? Doth 
not he ar!/c to that hejeht of ſingularity, that he is ſubject 
AA Culmen _ tus oft (mgularttatis erwmp*- go goge, but rules over all ? yet thele are the very words 
re, ut > nails ſnbeſſe & ſolus omnibus pro» : ac 
te videretare 1d. 1D. he uſes; and, Can any more expreſly deſcribe your 
Head of th: Churchthan theſe do? Yet herein he faith, 
He imitates the Pride of Lucifer, who, according to St. Gregory, endeavou- 
red to be the Head of the Church  riumphant, as the Pope of the Church Mzili- 
zaat. And follows that parallel clole, 7 hat an Univerſal Biſhop imitates 
Lucifer iz exalting his Throne above the Stars of God : For (laith he ) 
| What are all the Brethren th: Biſhops of th: Univerſal 
Quid enim ſratres tus omnes wiverſal's Ec: Church, but the Stars of Heaven ? and atter parallels 
cthe Epiſcopi, rift aſtra cell ſunt ? Ib, t- . , | ; 
them with the C/ouds, and fo this terreſtrial Lucifer 
aſcends above the heights of the clouds. And again, faith he, Surely the Apoſtle 
Peter, was the firſt member (not the Head) of the Holy and Univerſal Church, 
2227 [OY WH PT Paul, Anarem, and John, What are they elſe but the Heads 
fuantte & wnizeſuls Eeclefie oft. Paulus, Of particular Churches ? And yet they are all members of the 
Andreas, Johannes, quid aliud quam ſings» Church under one Head. Canany thing be more clear 
111mg. wy —_ 5" an againſt any Head of the Univerſal Church, but Chriſt 
| himfclf * When St. Petey 1s acknowledged to be only a 
prime member of the Church ; How then come his ſucceſſours to be the 
Heads of it? And, as he goes on, [he Saints before the Law, under the Law, 
and under (Grace, who all make up the body of our Lord, they were all but mem- 
bers of the Church, and noae of them would be called Univerſal, And, pray, 
let his Holreſs conſider his following words, Let your 
Veſta autem Sandtitzs aguoſeat, quanton FHHolineſs ackuowledee what pride tt is to be called by that 
&ud ſe tweet, que illo nomine vocart 4;Yt- ,41,96 which none that was truly holy w.ts ever calPd by. 
tit, quo vocars nullus preſunpfits 14 veid- « go 
cittr ſantius ſuit. Tbid. And, Doyou think now that theſe expreſſions do not 
as properly reach your Head of the Church, as it they 
had been ſpoken by a Proteſt.int againtt that Doctrine which you all own ? 
What is there in all this, that implies that others ſhould be zo B:ſhops, but 
only t:tular ? yes, they may beas much Byh7ps as you acknowledge them to 
be, 7. e. as to therr power of Order, but not .s to their Juriſliction. For this, 
you ſay and defend, comes trom the Head of the Church ; or elſe your Me- 
narchical Government in the Church fignities nothing. Do not you make 
the Pope Univerſal Paſtor of the Church, in as higha ſenſe as any of thele cx- 
preſſions carry it ? And when St. Gregory urges lo often, '{ hat if there be 
ſuch an Univerſal Biſhop, if hr fails, the Charch would fail too; Do you deny 
the conſequence as to the Py: ? Doth not Bellarmine tell us, when he writes 
of the Pope, he writes-de ſum! ret Chriſtiane, Of the main of all Chriſt1a- 
zity, and ſurely then the Church mult tail if the Popes Supremacy doth ? 
And I pray now conſider with your ſclt, Whether this Anſwer which you 
jay hath been orven a hundred times 0% er, CAN {atisfie any reaſonable man ? 
Nay, Doth it not appear to be fo abſurd and incongruous, that it 15 mat- 


tcr of juſt admiration, that ever it ſhould have been given ozce ; and yet 
you 
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you are wonderfully diſpleaſcd that his Lordſhip ſhould bring this Object- 
on upon the ſtage again. But, Do you think your Anſwers, like your Pray- 
ers, will do you good by being ſaid /o ofte over ? Indeed therein they are 
alike, that they are both in an upkaown FOTHE, Your Literal / eaſe of Uni- 
wverſal Biſhop being in this caſe no more intelligible than your Latia Prayers 
toa Country Congregation. : | 
Theſe things being thus clear, I have prevented my {el inthe ſecond Ex- 
guiry, in that I have proved already, that the Reaſons which St. Greoory pro- 
duceth hold againft that ſenſe of Uziver/al Biſhop, which you own and con- 
tend for, as of right belonging to the Biſhopot Roxee, Although it were no 
difhcult matter to prove, that, according to the molt reccived Opinion in 
your Church, viz. that all Turiſdiction 1 Biſhops is derived from th: Pope 
which opinion you cannot but know is moſt acceptable at Roe, and was 
o atthe Conncil of Trent) that that which you call the 7,zreral /cxſc, doth 
follow your Metaphorical, i. e. If the Pope hath Unverſil Juriſdiction as 
Head of the Church, then other Biſhops arc not properly Biſhops, nor Chrifrs 
Officers, but his, For what doth their power of oracr fignihie as to the Church, 
without the power of Juri/di&:on? And therefore, it they be taken only 7 
partcm ſolicitudinis, and not in plenitudinem poteſtatis, according to the known 
diſtinction of the Court of Rowe, it neceſſarily follows, that they are bur 
the Pope's Officers, and are taken juſt into ſo much authority as he commits 
to them, and no more. And this Bellarmine proves from the very form of 
the Pope*s conſecration of Biſhops, whereby he commits the power of govern- 
ing the Church to him, and the adminiſtration of it in ſpirituals and texpporals. 
And you may ſee by the ſpeech of Father Layxez, in the Con! of '[ rent, 
How ſtoutly he proves that the power of Juriſaiition ws over wholly to the 
Biſhop of Rome, and that none in the Church beſides hath any ſpark of it but 
from him ; that the Biſhop of Rome is true and abſolute Monarch, with full 
and total power and Furiſdittion, and the Church is ſubject unto him, as it was 
to Chriſt, And, as when his Divine Majeſty did govern if, it could not be 
ſaid that any of the faithful had any the leaſt power or Turiſdiction, but meer, 
pure, and total ſubjettion ; ſo it muſt be ſaid in all perpetuity of time, aud {0 
underſtood, that the Church is a Sheepfold and a Kjnedom. And, that he is the 
Only Paſtor, is plainly proved by the words of Chriſt, whea he ſaid, He hath 
other ſheep which he will gather together, and ſo one Sheepfold [houla be made, and 
one Shepherd. What think you now of the Literal. /exſe of Univerſal Bi- 
ſhop, for the Ozly Biſhop ? Are not the Only Biſhop, and the Oxy Pafor all 
one ? Willnot all thoſe words of St. Gregory reach this, which any of you 
make uſe of to prove, that he takes it in the worſt and Literal ſenſe ? nay, 
it goes higher. For Gregory only argues, that from the /77/- of Univerſal 
Biſhop he rauſt be ſole Biſhop, and others could not be any tre Brjhops ; but 
here it is aſſerted in plain terms, that the Bjhop of Rome 7s rhe ozly Paſtor, 
and that as much as it Chri/f himſelf were here upon earth z and there- 
fore if your Lzteral ſexſe hath any ſeſeat all in it, it is much more true of the 
Biſhop of Rome, than ever it co , of the Patriarch of Conſtantinople. 
And therefore I pray think more ſerioufly of. what he 
laith, That to agree in that prophane word, is to loſe the COR dba 
Faith ; * That ſuch a blaſphemons name ſhould be far from OOF ted 
the hearts of Chriſtians, im which by the arrogance of one 
Biſhop, the honour of all is takes away. Neither will it 
ſerve your turn to ſay (which is all that you have to 
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fiwour with your Church, but are looked onas a diſcontented party, as appears 
by the proceedings 1n the Council of | rent ; yet that is not it we are to look 
after, Whar all in your Charch are agreed 01, but what the Pope challengeth 
as belonging to him if. Was not Father Laywes his Doctrine highly approv'd 
at Rome, as well as by the Cardinal Legats at 1 rent, and all the Italian party ? 
Were not the other party diſcountenancgd and diſgraced as much as might 
be ? Doth not the Pope arrogate tnis to Iumſelt, ro be Oecymentcal Paſtor, and 
the /olc Fonntain of all Juriſaidion in the Church ? Tt lo, all that ever S. Gre- 
cory ſaidagainſt that 7 ze, falls molt heavily upon the Pope. For, S. Gregory 
doth not ſtand upon what others attributed to him, but what he arrogated to 
himſelf, that therein, he was the Prince of Pride, the forerumucr of Antichriſt, 
uſins a vain, new, raſh, fooliſh, prond,prophane, erroneous, wicked hypocritical, ſi 
gular preſumptuonshlaſphe MMOLS Name.|'OT all theſe goodly Epithets doth S.Gre- 
gory beſtow upon it ; and, I believe, it he could have thought of more, and 
worſe, he wouldas freely have beſtowed them. It therefore John the Patri- 
arch was {aid by him to zranſgreſs God's Laws, violate the Canons, diſhonour the 
Church,aeſpiſe his Brethren, imitate Lucifer, How much more doth this.belong 
to him, that not only challengeth to be ecumenical Patriarch, but the ſole Pa- 
{tor of the Church, and that all J«r:/d/c102 15 derived trom him? And by this 
time I hope you ſee,that the Anſwer you ſay hath been given a hundred times 
over, is ſo pitifully weak, abſurd and ridiculous, that you might have been a- 
ſhamed to have produced it oxce, and much more to repeat it without ſaying 
any more for it than you do. For, your other diſcourſe depends wholly up- 
onit, and all that being taken away, the relt doth fall to the ground with it. 
We muſt now therefore return to his Lordſhips diſcourſe, in which he 
goes onto give anaccount of the riſe ofthe Pope*s Greatzeſs. © As yet, ſaith 
* he, The right of E/eo7,, or ratification of the Pope, continued in the Em- 
* zerour : but then the Lowbards grew lo great in Italy, and the Empire was 
*ſo infeſted with Saracezs, and ſuch changes happened in all parts of the 
* world, asthat neither for the preſent, the homage of the Pope was uſeful 
« for the Emperour ; nor the protection of the Emperory available for the 
« Pope. By this means the Biſhop of Rome was leit to play his own game by 
&« himſelf. A thing which as it pleaſed him well enough, ſo both he and his 
* Succeſſours made great advantage by it. For, being grown to that Em/- 
« gence by the Emp-rour, and the greatneſs of hat City and place of his aboad ; 
* he found himſelt the more free, the greater the Tempeſt was, that beat up- 
<* on the other; And then firſt he ſet himſelf to alienate the hearts of the 
* [talians from the Emperour. Next he oppoſed himſelf againſt him. And 
* about A. D. 710. Pope Conſtantine 1, didallo firſt of all openly confront 
&« Philippicis the Emperour, in defence of Images ; as Onuphrins tells us. Af. 
© ter him Gregory 2. and the 3. did the ſame by Leo I/anrizs. By this time 
&© the Lombards began to pinch very cloſe, and to vex on all ſides, not 1raly 
* only, but Rome allo. This drives the Pope to ſeck a new Patron. And 
« very fitly he meets with Char/cs Martell in France, that famous warrior 
&« againſtthe Saracers. Him he 1implores 1n defence of the Church againſt 
&* the Lomwbards. Thisaddrels ſeems very adviſedly taken, at leaſt it proves 
* very fortunate to them both. Tor in ſhort time it diſſolved the Kaodom 
* of the Lombards1in Italy, which had then ſtood two hundred and four years, 
** which was the Popes ſecurity. And it brought the Crow of Fraxce into the 
** nouſe of Charles, and ſhortly after the Meftern Empire : And now began 
* the Popeto be great indeed. For by the bounty of Pepin Son of Charles, 
© that which was taken from the Lowbards, was givento the Pope. So that 
**now of a Biſhop, he became a Temporal Prixce. But when Charles the 
* Great had ſetup the Meftern Empire, then he reſumed the ancient and ori- 


**ginal power of the Ewperour, to governthe Church, to call Councils, to or- 
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« der Papal! Eleftions. And this power continued in his poſterity. For this 
& right of the Emperor was 1n force and uſe in Gregory the feventh's time, 
& who was confirmed in the Popedoms by Heary the fourth, whom he after- 
«ward depoſed. And it might have continued longer, if the ſucceeding 


&« Emperours had hadabilitiesenough to ſecure,or vindicate their own Right. 


<« But the Pope keeping a ftrong Connclabout him, and meeting with ſome 
« weak Prizces, and they oft-times diſtracted with great and dangerous 
< wars, grew ſtronger till he got the better. So this is enough to ſhew, How 
«the Popes climbed up by the Emperours,till they over-topt them,which is all 
<«T {aid before, and have now proved. And this was about the year 1073. 
« Yet was it carricd 1n ſucceeding times with great changes of fortune and 
« different ſucceſs. The Emperor lometimes plucking from-the Pope, and 
« the Pope from the Emperour, winning and loſing ground, as their ſpirits, 
«abilities, aids, and opportunities were, till at the laft the Pope ſettled him- 
« ſelf upon the grounds laid by Gregory 7. in the great power which he now 
< uſes in and over theſe partsof the Chriſtian world. To all this you return 
a ſhort Anſwer, in theſe words ; We deny not but that in Temporal power and 
Authority the Popes grew great by the Patronage of Chriſt ;an Emperonrs.But what 
7s this to the purpoſe ? If he would have ſaid ayy thing material, he ſhould have 

roved that the Popes roſe by the Emperours means to their Spiritual Authority 
and Turiſaiction over all other Biſhops throughout the whole Catholick C hurch ; 
which i the oaly thing they clatm jure divino, and which is ſo annexed to the dig- 
nity of their office by Chriſt"s inſtitution, that, were the Pope deprived of all his 
Temporalties, yet could not his Spiritual Authority ſuffer the leaſt diminution by 
;t. But x. Doth his Lordſhips diſcourſe only containan account of the Popes 
temporal greatneſs by the Patronage of Chriſtian Emperonrs ? Doth he not 
plainly ſhew, How the Popes got their power by reeling, and conteſting with 
the Emperonrs themſelves, How they aſſumed to themſelves a power to de- 
poſe Emperonrs : and, Do they claim theſe things jure Divizo too? 2, What 
you fay of the Popes Spiritual Authority, will then hold good when itis well 
proved ; but bare aſſerting it, will neverdoit. We muſt therefore have pa- 
tience till you have leiſure toattempet it. 

But in the mean time we muſt confider, How you vindicate the famous 
place of Ireners, concerning, as you lay, the Pope”s Supreme Paſtoral Authori- 
71, from his Lordſhips interpretation. Yet, before we come to the Authori- 
ty it {clf, there are ſome 1;ght skirmiſhes (as you call them) to be paſſed 
through ; and thoſe are, concerning [renexs himſelf. For his Lordſhi 
laith, That bis Adverſary is much ſcanted of ancient proof, if Irenzus ftand 
alone ; beſides, Irenxzus w.zs 4 Biſhop of the Gallican Church, and a wery_ un- 
likely maz to captivate the liberty of that Church under the more power ful prin- 
crpality of Rome. And how can we have better evidence of his judgement, 
touching that principality, than the aftions of his life? When Pope Victor 
excommunicated the Aſian Churches, a eos, all at a blow, was not Trenxus the 
chief man that reprehended him for it? A very unmeet and undutiful thing 
fare it had been in lrenxus, in deeds to tax him of raſhneſs and inconſiderate- 
zeſ, whom in words A.C. would have to be acknowledged by him, the Supreme 
and Infallible Paſtour of the Univerſal Church. To which you Anſwer, 
x. To the liberty of the Gallican Church : As if ( forſooth) the ſo much talked 
of liberties of the Gallican Church, had been things known or heard of in 
Sr. Irenxus his time ; as though there were no difference between not 
captivating the Liberty of that Church toRome, and aſſerting the Liberties 
of the Gallican Church in her obedience to Rowe, yet theſe two muſt be 
' confounded by youto render his Lordſhips Anſwer ridiculous : which yet 
is as ſound and rational as your cavil 1s vain and impertinent, Bur this 


you pals over and fix 2. Upon his reprehending Pope Victor, where (you ay ) 
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that Euſebius hath aot a word importing reprehenſions but rather a frieadly and 

ſcaſonable per 1waſron + his woras are Weg; lus AR2paver , Cc. he exhorts him after 

« handſome manner, 4s reflecting 0 the Popes atenity, and clearly ſhews that the 

Pope had of right ſome Authority over the Altan Biſhops, and by conſe quence 

over the whole Church. For otherwiſe it had beea very abſurd 14 St. Trenxus to 

perfirade Pope Victor, not to cat off from the Church Jo many Chriſtian Pro- 

wvinces, had he believed ( as Proteſtants contend he did) that the Pope had no 

power at all to cut them off. Juſt as if a man ſhould entreat the Biſbop of Roche- 

ſter, not to excommuntcate the Archbiſhop of York and all the Biſhops of his Pro- 

vince ; over whom he hath not any the leaſt pretence of fariſaiction. I Anſwer, 

that if you ſay, that Euſcbius hath not a word importing repreheaſion, it is a 
ſign you have not read what Eſcb:us ſaith. For, doth not he exprelly ſay, | 
| | 1 hat the Epiſtles of fome of the Biſhops are yet Yemanning, | 
+ pcyrar 9 5 od TETOY Gavas TANKS 5,3 which they do ſeverely rebuke him ? Among whom (faith | 
Tepcr 20.94. T 91% wp Ty Bix]op@ * cy ous I : : . 
x 6 Erqmo3@, bc. Euſeb. I. $.c. 34 DE) Irenexs was one, Cc.1t ſeems, Irexeus was one of thoſe | 

: Biſhops who did /o ſharply reprehend him ; but it may be, 
you would render #a1X]yriey twououoy kifong his Holineſs feet, or, exs 
horting him after a handſome manner ; and indeed, if they did it ſharply, 
they did it 2g:on!Tos ſuitably enough to what Vitor deſerved for his raſh 
bd. inconſiderate proceedings intlus buſineſs. But withal to let you ſee 
how well theſe proceedings of his were reſented in the Chriſtian world, 
Enſebius tells us before, 7 hat Victor by his letters did dee 
"13" 3 mZoi ye ns Grown Ter i= Clare thoſe of the Eaſtern Churches to be excommunicate : 
FETXETO, a1TIT%ggterdov]uu JnTe. «uTo and he preſently adds, But this did no wayes pteaſe all the 
fe nel a #5999 Buhops 3, Wherefore ( drmmeuadirlas) they counter 
manded him, that he might wind the things of” peace and 
unity and brotherly love. And will you ſtill render that word too, by ex- 

horting him after a handſome manner, when even Chriſtopherſon renders it b 

magnopere adhortabantur, V aleſius by ex adverſo hortati ſunt ? and akhouph 
theſe ſeem not to come up to. the full ex2phaſis of the word, yer ſurely they 
imply ſomewhat of vehemency and earneſtneſs 1n their perſwading him as 
well as their being hugely diſſatisfied with what or did. I grant chat 
theſe perſons did refle (as you lay) on the Pope, but not as you would have 
it ox his dignity, but oz his raſhueſs and maiſcretion, that ſhould go about to 
caſt the Aſiax Churches out of Communion, for ſuch a trifle as that was in 
Controverſie between them. But youare the happieſt man at making in- 
ferences that I have met with : for, becauſe Irenxus iz the name of the Galli- 
can Biſhops, writes to ViQtor, not to proceed ſo raſhly in this ation ; thence you 
infer, that the Pope had of right ſome Authority over the Alian Biſhops, and by 
conſequence over the whole Church. Might you nor every jot as well inferr, 
that whena man in paſſion is ready to kill thoſe that ſtand about him ; who- 
ever perſwades him nor todo it, doth ſuppoſe he might lawfully have done 
it, if he would ? But if thoſe Biſhops had ſo venerable an eſteem (as you 
would perſwade us they had ) then of the Biſhop of Rome, How come they 
to diſpute his ations in ſo high a manner as they did ? If they had looked 
on him as Univerſal Paſtor of the Church, it had more become them to fit (till 
and be quiet, than ſeverely to reprehend him who was alone able to judge 
what was fit to be done agdyyhar not in thoſe caſes. If the Pope had calPd 
them to Conxci/ to have kitown their advice, it might have been their duty 
to have given it him in the moſt humble and ſubmufſive manner that might 
be. But for them to intrude themſelves into ſuch an ice, as to adviſe the 
Head of the Church what to do in a matter peculiarly concerning him, as 
though he did not know what was fit tobe done himſelf ; methinks you 
{bould not imagine that theſe men did act 2&7, as became them, in doing 


it. Could they poſſibly in any thing more declare, how little they thought it 
neceilary 
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neceſſary for all Churches to conform to that of Rowe, when they plead for 
diſſenters in ſuch a matter which the Pope had abſolutely declared himſelf 
about ? And how durſt any of them flight the :hazderbolrs. which the Pope 
threatned them with? Yet not only Polzcrates and the 4/72 Biſhops who 
joyned with him profeſs rhemlelves not at all aftrighted at them ; but the. 
other Churches looked not on themſelves as obliged to forſake rheir commu- 
nion on that account. If this be ſuch anevidence of the Popes power in one 
ſenſe, Tam ſure it is a greater evidenceot his weakn:ſs in another : It ſeems 
the H-ad of the Ch:rch began betimes to be troubled with the fumes of paſ* 
70a ; and it 15a little unhappy, that the firlt 7/f.zzce of his Authority ſhould 
meet with ſo little regard in the Chriſtian world. Tf the Pope did begin tg 
aſſume fo early, you {ee it was not very well liked of by the Biſhops of other | 
Charches. But it ſeems he had a mind to try his power and the weight of 
his Arm ; but for all his haſte, he was tain to withdraw it very patiently 


again, Valeſins thinks that he never went ſo tar as to excommuntcate the 7aleſ. mr. in 
Aſian Biſhops at all, but the noiſe of his threatning todo it being. heard by £%+5-24- 


them, ( it ſeems the very preparing of his :h»zderbolts amazed the world 
Irene having calld a Synod of the Biſhops of Gaul together, doth in their 
name write that Letter, in Euſebirs, to Victor to dillwade him from it, and 
- that it wrought ſo effeQtually with him, that he gave it over. And this he 
endeavours to prove, 1. Becauſe Enſcbizzs faith, he only endeavour'd to 
doit. But Cardinal Perron ſuppoleth Eyſcbis had a worſe meaning than ſo 
init ; 7. e. that though the Pope did declare them excommunicate, yet it took no 
effect becanſe other Biſhops continned ſtill in communion with them ; and there- 
fore hecalls Enſebins an Arrian and an enemy to the Churchot Rome, when 
et all the records of this ſtory are derived from him. 2. Becauſe the E- 
piſtles of Irencs tend to periwade him not to cut them oft; whereas, if 
they had been excommunicate, 1t would have been rather to have reſtored 
them to Communion ; and that Phorizs faith, that Irenexs writ many let- 


ters to //:/2» to prevent their excommunication. But becauſe Exnſebins Evjeb. ibid. 


ſaithexpreſly, That he did by letters pronounce them out of the Communion of 


the Church, the common opinion ſeems more probable, and ſo Socrates un- Socr.l.g. 5.22. 


derſtands it ; but {till Tam to ſcek for ſuch an Argument of the acknow- 
ledgement of the Popes Authority then, as you would draw from it. Yes, 
lay you, becauſe they do not tell him, Fe had no Authority to do what he did ; 
which they would have done if they, ald without proclaiming themſelves Schiſma- 
ticks ipſo faQto and [hiking the very Foundation of the Churches Diſcipline and 
Unity. Butall this proceeds from want of under{tanding the Dzſcipline of 
the Charchatthat time; tor excommunication did not imply any ſuch a«- 
thoritative att of throwing men out of the Communion of the whole Church, 
but only a declaring that they would not admit ſuch perſons to commus+ 
nion with themſelves. And therefore might be done by equals to equals, 
| and ſometimes by Inftrionrs to Superionrs. In equals 1t 1s apparent by Jo- 
hannes Antiochenus in the Epheſize Conacil excommunicating Cyril Patriarch 
of Alexandria ; and I {uppoſe you will not acknowledge it may be done by 
Isferionrs, if we can produce any examples of Popes being excommunt- 
cated ; and what ſay you then to the Africaz Biſhops excommunicating 


Pepe Vigilins as Victor Tununenſis an African Biſhop 
Te . . ; 1 Africans Antiſtites Vigiliun Romanum E- 
himſelf relates it : Will you ſay now that /77&ors ex == dameetiven triew copitularam 69 


communicating the Afi. Churches argued his autho- nodzliter 4 Catho!ick communione, neleruato 
| es penitentie loco, ricludunt, Victor Tunu- 


rity over them, when another /:&for tells us, that the EE chrome *% #8 
African Biſhops ſolemnly excommunicated the Pope 

him{clf? AndI hope you will not deny but the Biſhop of Rochefter might as 
well excommunicate the Archbiſhop of York, as thele Africans excommuni- 


cate the Biſhop of Rome. What ſay you to the expunging the name of 
Felix 
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Felix Biſhop of Roe out of the Diptychs of the Church, by Acacius the Pa. 

triarch of Conſtantinople £ W hat lay you to Hilary's Anuthima againlt 

Pope Liberius ? If theſe excommunications did not argue jult power and au- 

thority over the perſons excommunicated, neither could Pope V7ctors do it. 

For it is apparent by the practice ot the Church that excommunication argi- 

ed no ſuch /aperior:ty inthe perſons who did it ; but all the force of it lay in 

the ſenſe of the Church ; tor by whomloever the ſentence was pronounced, 

it all other Chnrches obſerved it, ( as molt commonly they did while the 

Unity of the Church continued) then they were out of the Commuznioz of 

the Catholick Church ; it nor, they it was only the parricular declaration of 

thoſe perſons or Churches who did it. Andan this caſe the validity of the 

Popes excommunication of the 4//2z Biſhops dep. nded upon the acceptance 

of it by other Churches, which not conſenting, to it, he could not throw 

them out of the communion of the whole Church, but only declare, that 

it they came to Rox, he would not adinit them to communion with him, 

And therefore Ruffinws well renders th:t place in Exſebizes out of Trenens 

his Epiſtle to Yidtor, *Simle did mn GIS & 3am amBimnouy mts : by theſe words, 
Nunquam tamen ob hoc repulſi ſunt ab FEcileſte ſocietate, aut vententes ab 

ellis partibus non ſunt ſuſceptt, 10 that SnC4,2w may as well fignific zot ro 
recerveas to caſt ont ; tor the Churches nor receiving, is her caſting out. Thus, 

I hope, it is evident that his Lordſhip hath received no injury by theſe lighter 

skirmiſhes. 

C 12. We now follow you into hotter ſervice ; Vor you lay, he wentures at laſt 
P. 231- fo grapple with the Authority it ſelf, alledged by A.C. out of St. Trenxus; 
where, in the firſt place, you wink and itrike ; and let your blows fall be- 

ſides him, for fear he ſhould return them, or ſome one for him. You 

quarrel with his tra»/latzon of the Authority cited by him : but that the 

ground of this quarrel may be underſtood, we mult firſt enquire what 

his Lordſhip hath to ſay tor himſelt. 7he place of Irenzus #, To this 

Church (he ſpeaks of Rome), propter potentiorem principalitatem, for the 

| = more powerful Principality of it , *tis neceſſary that 

or $ manga == © hangin og 4 _ Cv Church, that is the faithful, undique round about, 
eleſiam, i.e. ros qui ſunt undique fideles : ſhould have recourſe. Now for this, (his Lordſhip 
qua ſempry ab bus qui ſunt undique, conſer- ſajth ) there was very great reaſon tn Irenxus his time 
wata 6 ca que tet ab Apoſtolss tratitio. ] —C— Dk "og , 
Iren. 1, 3. C. 3- that upon any ifference ariſing in the faith, Onnes 
undique Fideles, al the faithful, or, if row will, all the 

Churches round about, ſhould have recourſe, that is, reſort to Rome being the 

Imperial City, and ſo a Church of more<powerful Principality, than any other 

at that time in thoſe parts of the world. But this (is Lordſhip faith) wil 

not exalt Rome to he Head of the Church Univerſal, Here your blood riſes, 

and you begin a moſt turious encounter with his Lordihip for tranſlating 

undique round about, as if (lay you) Sr. Irenxus ſpate only of thoſe netohbonr- 

ins Churches round about Rome, and not the Churches throuehout the wor'd ; 

whereas undique as naturally fremfics, every where, and, from all Pts «mite 

niſs Thomas Thomaſius, where the word undique ' thrs t1lifnea, From all 

parts, places, and cormers, every where, Can you blame me now it I fcek 

for a retreat into ſome ſlromo-hold, or it you will, lome more powerfal Prin- 

cipality, when I lee ſo dreadtul a Charge begun, with '/ hom.rs 7 homaſius in 

the Front? You had routec us once before with Rider, 23d other Enolith 

Lexicons ; but it ſeems Rider had done {ervice enough that time, now that 

venerable perſon 7 hom T howafins mult be upon duty, and do his ſhare for 

the Catholick Cauſe. You ſomewhere complain how znch Carholichs ar: 

ftraitned for want of Books, Would any one bclieve you that jind you fo 

well ſtored with Thom 7 homaſius, Rider, and other Faoliſh Lexicoas © You 

would ſure give us ſome cauſc of ſuſpicion that there 1s ſome Te/urts School 

Faugit 
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taught in Exelazd, and that you are the learned Maſter of it, by your being 
{o converſant in theſe worthy Authours. Bur alttiough the Authority ot 
T. Thomaſius ſignifie very little with us, yet that of the Greek Lexicons 
might do much more if we had the original Greek of Trexexs inſtead of 
his barbarous Latine Interpreter. For now it 15 uncertain what word [re- 
zeus uſed, and ſo it is but a very uncertain conjecture which can be drawn 
from the ſignification of winder, nuwmgter, duly, unleſs we knew, which of 
them was the genuine word in the Greek of [ren.eus. Bur you lay, all of 
them undeniably ſinnifie, from all parts Untverſally : and that becauſe they 
are rendred by the word x»diqze. So that this will make an excellent 
proof, 4zdique mult ſignifie fom all parts, becauſe min, aulehivv, daily 
do ſrenifie ſo in Greek ; and that theſe do undeniably ſignifie ſo much, ap- 
pears becauſe they are rendred by #»dique. And I grant they are fo : for 
in the old G/ofſary which goes under the name of Cyr:/, undzque 15 rendred 
by mw-m36%%, and Tully ( than whom we cannot poſſibly delire a better Au- 
thour in this caſe) renders wvnve, by un4ique. For in his Book de Finibus, he 
tranſlates that of Epicurus mimviy 6arAngouldors 4 idoysy by undique comple- 
rentur voluptatibus ; and ſo he renders that paſſage in Plato's Timens, 
mulexi T4 wie Im by undique equabilem, although as Hen. Stephanus 
notes, that be rather the ſignification of -wmz53w than awmzx5, but ſtill 
there is ſome difference between mnumys2v, and dmwmyedr, and fo 
dmuTey 38) Yns in Greek Authors notes ex omnz parte terre , but MUTUYIIE 
only ex quavis parte; {ſo that the one ſignifies Univerſally, the other 
indefinitely : undique relating properly to the circumference, as undique 
equalis, ox all ſides it is equal; fo that qui ſunt —_— fideles, are, thoſe 
which lye upon af quarters round about. And 6 it doth not imply that all 
perſons were bound to come, but that from all quarters ſome did come; as 
Herodtan ſpeaks of Rome, mavarIgeay me 379, 5 763 murzzgNe Vanden, that 
it was very populous, and did receive them which came from all parts ; which 
doth very fitly explain the ſenſe of Irenexs, that to Rowe being the Impe- 
r:al City, men came from all quarters. But the ſenſe of this will be more 
fully underſtood by a parallel expreſſion in the zinth Canou of the 
Council of Antioch, in which it is decreed that the Metropolitan 
ſhould have the care of all the Biſhops in his Province, did m3 & 15 wnago- 
TAH murmx Iv ovvrriav mums T5 Tt meayudle Eerlay, becauſe all perſons 
who have buſineſs from all parts, reſort to the Metropolis : here mulez5w 
ovr7g@zew, is the very ſame with the undiq; convenire, in Ireneus ; 10 
that it relates not to any Obligation on Churches to reſort thither, but 
that being the Seat of the Empire, all believers from all parts did make 
their recourſe thither. Which is moſt fully expreſſed by Leo, {peaking 
of S. Peter's coming to Rome. Cujus nationis homines in hac Urbe non eſſent 1 
aut qu. nſpiam gentes ignorarent, quod Roma didiciſſet ? And lo, if I grant 
you that it extends 20 all pzrts, I know not what advantages you wall get 
by it: for Ireneus his deſign is, to ſhew that there was no ſuch ſecret Tra- 
dition lett by the Apoſtes, as the Valentinians pretended. And for this he 
appeals to the Church of Rome, which being ſeated in the Imperial City, to 
which Believers from all parts did reſort, it 5 impoſſible to conceive that the 
Apcſttrs ſhould have left ſuch a Tradition, and it not to be heard of there : 
which 1s the plain, genuine meaning of ſrexers his words. Not as you weak- 
ly imagine, [ht all Churches iz all doubts of Faith, were bound to have their 
recourſe thither, as to their conſtant guide therein, For Irer2us was not diſpu- 
ting, What was to be done by Chrilttans in doubts of Faith ; but was enqui- 
ring into a matter of tact, 2:72. Whether any ſuch 7 rad:t:0z were ever We in 
the Chyrch, or no; and therefore nothing could be more pertinent or convin- 
cing, thanappealing to that Church ro which Chriſ/zans reſorted from all 
Geg parts; 


ne CT an eee IEG IEEE ene EE IF Ee ene WAS 


it 
| 
| 
| 
[ 
| 
l 
| 


410 


Of the Title of Univerſal Biſhop. Part IT. 


J————C 
——_ —— 


P. 203. 


parts ; for 1t could not be conceived, but, ifthe Apo/t/cs had left ſuch a Trad;- 
£108 any where, it would be heard of at Rome. And you molt notoriouſly 
pervert the meaning of Irexexs, when you would make the torce of his ar- 
gament to lye 7 the neceſſity of all Chriſtians reſortizs to Rome, becauſe the 
Dottrine or [radition of the Roman Church was, as it were, the tonchſtone of all 
Apoſtolical Doftrine. But,I ſuppole,you deal in fone En2/ſh Looiciansas well 
as Engliſh Lexicons, and therefore I muſt-fabmit both to your Grammar and 
Logick ; but your ingenuity is as great as your reaſon ; tor you firſt pervert 
his Lordſhips meaning, and then make him diſpute ridiculoutly, that you 
might come out with your triumphant language, [s rot this fine Meanarick 
Logick, well beſeeming fo noble a Labyrinth * Whereas his Lordthips reaſoning 
is-ſo plain and clear,that none but fuch a one as had a Eabyrizth in his brains, 
could-have imagined any Mearnders in it: As appears by what I have faid 
already, in the explication of the meaning of 1r« 2:4. 

Bur that I may ſee-the ſtrength of your. Logic out of this place of Tre- 
244,[ will tranflate undiq; and ſemper, as fully as you would have me,and 


give you the words at large, iz which, by thoſe who come from all ples, the 


Apoſtolical Tradition is alwates conſerved. What 1s it you 1nterr hence ? 
From the Premiſes you arguethus : All the faithful every where, muſt of neceſ- 
ſity have recourſe to the Church of Rome, by reaſozs of her more poverful prin- 
cipality. Fhis t S. Irenzus his propoſition. But there conli be no nee/ity 
Tm all ſhould. have recourſe to that Church; by reaſon of her more po verful pri 
crpality, if her ſaid power extended not to them all, 1his is evident to reaſon. 
Ergo, this mpre powerful principality off the Roman Church, muſt needs extend 
to all' the faithful every where, and not onely to thoſe of the Suburbicary 
Churches, or. Patriarchab Dioceſe of Rome, 2s the Biſhop pleads. Now I ſee, 
you are a man at arms, and know, not only how to grapple with his Lord- 
tips butwith-Irenes to boot. But we mult ficſt ſee, How Irexens him- 
argues, that we may the better underſtand the force of what you de- 
ducefrom him. The: Queſtion, as I have told you already, was, Whe- 
ther the. 4poftles left any ſuch Tradition in the Church, as the Valn- 
tinians pretended: Irexems proves they did not, becauſe, it there 
had been. any ſuch, the Apoſtolical Churches would certainly have 
preſerved the memory of i; but becauſe it would be too tedious to in- 
fiſt on the ſucceſſion of all Churches, he theretore makes choice of the molt 
famous, theChurch of Rozze, in which the Apoſtolical Tradition had been de- 
rived by a fucceſſonof Byhops down to his own time ; azd by this (faith he) 
we confound all thoſe who through vain glory, or blindneſs, do gather any ſuch 
thing. For ( ſaith he dy tothis Church for the more powerful principality all 
Churches do make reſort, 1. e. the believers from all parts, in which by 
thoſe who come from all parts the Apoſtolical 'I radition 1s alvayes preſerved. 
We muſt now ſee, How Ireneus argues according to your ſenſe of his 
words. . It all the faithful every where, mult of neceſſity have 1ecourſero 
the Church of Rome, for her more powerful principutty ; then there 1s no {e- 
cret. Tradition left by the 4po/tles. But, Where (yes the connexion between 
theſe two? What had the Yalertinians to do with the power of the 
Church of Rome over other Churches? That was not the bulineſs they dil- 
puted ; their- Queſtion was, Whether there were no ſuch Tradition as 
they pretended? And Rowe might have never fo great power over all 
Churches, and yet have this ſecret Traditio» too. For now we ſee, when 
jhe pretends to the greateſt power, nay, to Izfallibiliry, ſhe pretends the 
higheſt to Traditions, Where: then lyes the force of [rex.ers his argu- 
ment? Was it in this, that the Yalentinians did acknowledge the Infall:- 
bility of the Church of Rome then, in Traditions ? "This were indeed tothe 
purpoſe, it it could be proved; Or, Doth Ir:eus go about to ow 
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this firſt ? But by what argument doth he prove it ſo, that the Ylexntinians 
might be convinced by it ? Jes, ſay you, he ſaith, 1 hat aft the faithful muſt 
of neceſſity have recourſe to the Church of Rome? This is your way of pro- 
ving indeed, to take rhings for granted ; but, How doth this rece/iry ap- 
pear ? becaulc, fay you, ſhe hath the more powerful principality : But, What 
principality do you mean ? over all Churches? Bur that was the thing in 
Queſtion. Sothat if you will make Trezens ſpeak lenſe, and argue pertt- 
nently, his meaning can be no other than this. IF there be fucha 7rac:- 
tion left, it mult be Jett ſomewhere arhong Chr;/fias : if it be left among 
them, 1t may be known by enquiry, Whether they own any ſuch or no. 
But becauſe it would be troubleſome ſearching of all Churches, we may 
know their judgement more compendiouſly ; there 1s the Church of Roxze 
near us, a famous and ancient Church, ſeated in the chief Cy of the Empire, 
to which all perſons have zece//irzes to go ; and among them, you cannot 
but ſuppoſe, but that out of every Church ſome faithful perſons ſhould 
come, and therefore it 1s very unreaſonable to think, that the Apoſtolical 
Tradition hath not alwaies been preſerved there, when perſons come from 
all places thither. Is not every thing in this account of Irexexs his words 
very clear and pertinent to his preſeat diſpute? But in theſenſe you give 
of them they are little to the purpoſe, and very precarious and in- 
conſequent. And therefore {ince the more powerful principality 1s not that 
of the Ch»rch, but of the City ; ſince the neceſſity of recourſe thither, is not 
for doubts of Faith, but other occaſions: therefore it by no means follows 
thence, That this Churches power did extend over the faithful every where ; 
thus by explaining your Propoſition, your Concluſion is aſhamed of it elf, 
and runs away. For your argument comes to this ; If Engliſh men from 
all parts be forced to reſort to London, then Loxdon hath the power over 
all Ez2/azd; or if one ſhould ſay, if ſome from all Churches 1n Exeland mult 
reſort to Lodoz, then the Churchat London hath power over all the Churches 
in Exgl/and ; andifthis conſequence be good, yours is ; for it 1s of the ſame 
nature of it ; the neceſſity of the reſort, not lying in the Authority of the 
Church, but in the Digaity of the City, the words in all probability in the 
Greek, being 4 nv igroligay dev, and fo relate to the di2nity of Rome, as 
the Imperial City. | 
From whence we proceed to the Vindication of Ryffiars, in his Tran{- 
lation of the 6. Carox of the Conncilof Nice. The occafionot which is this. 
His Lordſhip faith, Sppoſing that the powerful principality be aſcribed to the 
Church of Rome, yet it follows not that it ſhould have pover over all Churches ; 
for this power was confined within its own Patriarchate and Juriſdidtion, and 
that (faith he) was wery large, containing all the Provinces in the Dioceſe of 
Italy (/z the old ſenſe of the word Dioceſe) which Proviaces the Lawyers and 
others term Suburbicaries. There were ten of them ; the three Iſlands, Sicily, 
Corſica, and Sardinia, ad the other ſeven upon the firm Land of Italy. And 
this, I take it, is plain inRuffinus. For he living ſhortly after the Nicene Conn- 
cil, as he did, and beins of Italy, as he was, he might very well know the 
bounds of the Patriarchs TJuriſdiition, as it was then prattiſed. And he ſayes 
expreſly, that according to the old cuſtom, the Roman 


20ny, Cardinal Perron laies load upon Ruffinus. 
he charges him with paſſion, ignorance, and raſhneſs. And one piece of his io- 
norance is, that he hath ill tranſlated the Canon of the Council of Nice. Now, 
although his Loraſhip doth not approve of it as a Tranſlation ; yet he ſaith, Ru. 
finus living in that time and place, was wery like well to know and underſt.ind 
the limits and bounds of that Patriarchate of Rome, in which he lived. This 
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: is Bog Apud Alexandriam ut in turbe Rom, very. 
Patriarchs charge was confined within the limits of the 7 conſuet uds ſervetur. ut ilit Sgypti - 
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(youlay ) # very little to his Loraſhips advantage, ſince it 7s inconſiſtent with 
the wote of all Antiquity, and gives S. Irenxus he ly: ; but it the former be 
no truer than the latter, it may be very much to his advantage, notwith- 
ſtanding what you have produced to the contrary. What the ground 
is, Why the Roman Patriarchate was confined within the Romm Droceſe, 
I have already ſhewed in the precedent Chapter, in explication of the NV;- 
cene Canon, We muſt now therefore examine the Reaſons you bring, 
Why the notion of the Suburbicary Churches rault be extended beyond the 
limits his Lordſhip aſſigns ; that of the ſmalneſs of Turiſdittion compared with 
ther Patriarchs, I have givenan account of already, viz. from the corre+ 
ſpondency of the Eccleſiaſtical and Civil Government ; tor the Civil Dzo- 
ceſes of the Eaſtern part of the Empire did extend much farther than the 
Weſtern did; and that was the Reaſon, Why the Pazriarchs of Antioch and 
Alexandria, hada larger Metropolitical Juriſdiction than the Biſhop of Rowe 
had, But you tell us, That Suburbicary Churches muſt be taken as penerally 
all Churches and Cities any waies ſubordinate to the City of Rome ; which was 
at that time known by the name of Urbs, or City, xaT't$2xiv, by way of excel- 
lency ; not as it related to the Prefect or Governour of Rome, in regard of 
whoſe ordinary Juriſdiction, we confeſs it commanded only thoſe few places 
about it ia Ttaly ; but as it related to the Emperour himſclf ; in which ſenſe the 
word Suburbicary, rightly ſignifies all Cities or Churches whatſoever withix the 
Roman Empire ; 4s the word Romania alſo anciently fignificd the whole Im- 
perial Territory, as Card. Perron clearly proves upon this ſubjecF. But, this 
15 one inſtance of what mens wits wall do, when they are reſolved to break 
through any thing : For, whoever that had read of the Suburbicary Re- 
gions and Provinces in the Code of Theodoſics, or other parts of the Civil 
Lam, as diſtinguiſhed from other Provinces under the Roman Empire, and 
thoſe in 7:aly too, could ever have imagined that the notion of Subart:- 
cary Churches had been any other than what was correſpondent to thoſe 
Regions and Provinces? But let that be granted which Sirmondus fo much 
contends for, That the notion of Suburbicary may have ditterent reſpeRs, 
and fo ſometimes be taken for the Churches within the Rowan Dioceſe, 
ſometimes for thoſe within the Roman Patriarchate, and ſometimes tor 
thoſe, which are under the Pope as Vn7verſal Paſtor, yet, How doth it appear 
that ever Ruyfinrus took it in any other than the firſt ſenſe? Noother Pro- 
vinces being called Suburbicary, but ſuch as were under the Juriſdiction 
either of the Roman Prefect within 2 hundred milcs of the City ( within 
which compals, references and appeals were made to him / or at the moſt, 
to the Lieutenant of the Roman Dioceſe, whole Juriſdiction extended to 
thole tex Provinces which his Lordſhip mentions. Tr is not therefore, In 
what ſenſe words may be taken, but in what ſenſe they were taken, and 
what Evidence there 1s that ever they were ſo underitood. Never was 
any Controverlie more ridiculous, than that concerning the extent of the 
Suburbicary Regions or Provinces, it Suburbicary were taken in your ſenſe 
tor all the Cities within the Roman Empire. But this extending to the $u4- 
urbicary Churches, as far as the Roman Empire, is like the art of thoſe Jeſuits, 
whoin their ſetting forth Anaſtaſins de witis Pontificum, in Stephanzus 5. 
turn'd Pape Urbis into Papa Orbis : tor that being fo mcan and contemptible 
a title, they thought much it ſhould remain as it did ; but Papa Orbis was 
magnificent and glorious. I wonder theretore, that inſtead of cxtcnd- 
ing the {ignification of Sybr7bicary Churches, you do not rather pretend that 
it ought to be read Suborb:cary, and fo to ſuit exattly with the Pap Orv, 
as importing all thoſe Churches which are under the power of the Unr- 
wverſal Paſtour. Yor, Why ſhould you ſtop at the confines of the Romy 


Empire ? How comes his Juriſdiction tobe contined within that ? By what 
r:ht 
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right did he govern the Churches within the Empire, and not thoſe with- 
out ? Surely not, as Pr/mate, Metropolitan, or Patriarch of the Roman Em- 
ire, for thoſe are titles yet unheard of in Antiquity; if as Head of the 
Church, How comes the Frriſaiition of that to be at all limited ? Were 
there no Churches without the Empire then? I hope you will not deny 
that : If there were, To whom did the Juriſa:i&oz over them belong ? to 
the Pope, or not ? It not, How comes he to be Hed of the Church, and Uni 
verſal Paſtour ? If they did, Why were not theſe Suburbicary Charches, as 
well as thoſe within the Empire ? Belides, it is confeſſed by the learnedeſt 
among you, that when the notion of Syubarbicary is extended beyond the 
Subwrbicary Provinces, it 1s not out of any relation to the City, but to the 
power of the Biſhop of the City, and therefore the Suburbicary Churches 
may be larger than the Suburbicary Provinces, Burt if this be true (as it 
is the only probable evaſion) then it is impoſlible for you, to confine the 
Suburbicary Churches within the Romay Empire, without confining the Ju- 
riſaidtion of the Roman Biſhop within thoſe bounds too. For it the in- 
larging the notion of Surburbicary Charches depends upon the extent of 
his power, the fixing the /:»mits of thoſe Churches, determines the bounds 
of his power too. Which is utterly deſtruQtive to your pretences of the 
Pope's being Head of the Univerſal Church, and not barely of the Churches 
within the Roman Empire. But if it had been Ryffinzs his deſign to ex- 
preſs by Suburbicary Churches, all thoſe within the Roman Empire, ſurely 
he made choice of the moſt unhappy expreſſion to do it by, which he could 
well have thought of. Fay, it being then fo well known what the Subur- 
bicary Provinces were, tht in the Code of Theodoſine, where they are ſo 
often mentioned, they are not diſtinatly enumerated, becauſe they were 
then as well underſtood as the 4/rican, Gallican, or Britannick Provinces ; 
How abſird were it for him, to take a word in common uſe, and fo well 
known, and apply it to ſuch a ſenſe, as noexample beſides can be produced 
forit? For it any one at that time ſhould have ſpoken of the African, 
Gallicay, or Britannick Churches, no one would have imagined any other 
than thoſe which were contained in the ſeveral Provizces under thoſe 
names. What reaſonis there then, that any thing elſe ſhould be appre- 
hended by the Sauburbicary Churches? IT know the laſt refuge of moſt of / 
your fide, inſtead of explaining theſe. Suburbicary Churches, hath been to 
rail at Ryffinrs, and call him Duxce and Blockhead, and enemy to the Ro- 
an Church (inſtances were caſte to be given, if it were at all neceſſary) but 
beſides that, it were ealie to make 1t appear, that Ruffizzs was no ſuch 
fool, as ſome have taken hum for : ( And if they think fo, becauſe S. Hze- 
70 gives him fach hard words, they muſt think ſoof all whom S. Hze- 
702 oppoled) he is {ifficiently vindicated in this tranſlation by the 4»- 
cient 1'atican Copy of the Nicene Canons, out of which this very Caxon 18 pro- 
duced by Sirmondrs, and the very ſame word of Subrrbicary therein uſed. 


And that in ſuch a manner, as utterly deſtroies your 

ſenſe of the Srbnrbicary Cherches, for ſuch as are 7? Pinmatu Feelefie Roman & atiarws 
within the Roman Empire ; for that Copy calls*them, Eviſors SOS Foro. 1 amt 
Loca Sbarbicaria, and, Will you fay, thoſe are the #t Subwbiraria loca,es omnem Provin 3217 
Provinces within the Roman Empire too! Can any payaryr mary yn are 
one rationally think that any other places ſhould be Suburb. 

called Sybrrbicary, but ſuch as Ilye abont the City? | 

And by the fame interpretation which you here uſe, you may call all Ezg- 

land the Suburbs of London ; becauſe London is the City, xar' tZo9v, as you 

ſpeak; and therefore all the Churches of England mult be Suburbicary to 

1.0udonu. But if you think this incongruous, you may on the ſame account 


judge the other to be ſo too : It appears then, that the Subarbicary places 
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in the Vaticaz Copy ( and in that very Ancient Copy which Juftellns had, 
which agrecswith rhe YVaticaz) are the ſame with the Subrrbiciry Chnrches 
in R:ffnzs; and, if you will explain theſe latter of the Ro-247 Empire, you 
muſt do the former too. But not only the /aticaz Copy, but all other dit. 
terent //er({ions of the Nicene Canon utterly overthrow this Opinion Of Car- 
dinal Perron, that the Suburbicary Churches mult be taken for thole within 
the Roman Empire. For inthe Arabick Verſion publiſhed by Turrianm, it 
is thus rendred, Siquidem fimiliter Epiſcopus Rome, i. e. ſucceſſor Petri Apo- 


/tolt, poteſtatem habet omnium civitatum, & locorum que ſunt circa eam. Are 
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all the Cities and places inthe Roman Empire, circa eam, about the City of 
Rome? It not, neither can the Churches be ? And in that Arabick para- 
phraſe, which S/maſizs had of the famous Pezreskins, it is tranſlated much 
more agreeably to the Viceze Canon 1n theſe words ; Propterea quod Epiſco- 
pus Romanis etiam hunc morem obtinet, & hoc et: adjunitum eſt, ut potefta- 
tem habeat ſupra ervitates, + loca que prope ea ſunt. Which is yer more 
full, to ſhew the abſurdity of your expoſition, for theſe Sybnrbicary 
Churches muſt be then 1n places near the City of Rowe. And agreeibly to 
theſe, Ari/ſtinus,the Greek Collector of the Canons hath it, & © Puuns roy va3 Payw, 
which Rrffinus his Suburbicary doth exactly render. By whom now, muſt 
we be judged, what 15 meant by theſe Suburbicary Churches ? by you who 
makea torced and {trained interpretation of the word Suburbicary to ſuch a 
ſenſe, of which there is no evidence in Antiquity, or Reaſon, and is withall 
manifeſtly repugnant to the deſign of the Coz, which is to proportion 
the Dioce/es of the Biſhops of Antioch and Alexandria, by the example of 
Rome ( which had been very abſurd if theſe Suburbicary Charches did com- 
prehend the Dioce/es of Alexandria and Antioch, and all other Provinces, 
as you make them) ? or elſe muſt we be judged by the ancient Verſions of 
the Nicene Canon, Latin and Arabick, and by other Greek Paraphraſes, all 
which unanimouſly concurr to overthrow that Fjzment,that the Suburbicary 
Churches are all thoſe within the Roman Empire. And this the learned Pe- 
trns de Marca was lo ſenſible of, that he ſaith, Ruffizus did redtiffime & ex 
uſn recepto, very agreeably bothto reaſon and cuſtom, compare the Alex- 
andrian and Roman Biſhop inthis, that he ſhould have the power over the 
Dioceſe of /Foypr, by the Game right that the Biſhop of Roxe had over the 
Urbicary Dioceſe ; or, faith he, ut Ruffinus elegantifſime loquitur, In Eccleſuis 
Suburbicarits, ia eſt, in 21s Eeclefits que decem Provinauts Suburbicarits contine- 
bantur ; as Ruftinus moſt elegantly ſpraks (ſure then he thought him no 
{uch ignorant perſon, as Perro and others from him have reproached 
him tobe) Iz the Subnrbicary Churches, that is, 72 thoſe Churches which are 
contained in the ten Suburbicary Provinces. For, as he goes on, the calling of 
Synods, the ordination of Biſhops, the full adminiſtration of the Churches in 
thoſe Provinces, did belons to the _ of Rome ; as to the Biſhop of Alex- 
andria 7 the /gyptian Dioceſe, and to the Biſbop of Antioch iz the Orential. 
Which he likewiſe confirms by the ancient Latiz Ipterpreter of the N:- 
cene Canons, who, he ſaith, was elder than Dionyſins Exiguns ; in whole 
interpretation, he make#the Subyrbicaria /oca to contain the four Regions 
about Rome, which made the proper Metropolitan Province of the Roman 
Biſhop, comprehending ſixty nine Biſhopricks ; and that which he calls his 
Province,to be the Urbicary Droceſe,contained in thole rea Provinces which his 

L ord{hips mentions. | | p 
But the Pope's being Unrverſal Biſhop having lo little evidence elſewhere, 
his Lordſhips adverſary at laſt hath recourſe to this, 7 har the Biſhop of 
Rome 7s S. Peter's ſucceſſor, and therefore to him we muſt have recourſe. To 
which his Lordſhip anſwers; 1 he Fathers I deny not, aſcribe wery much to 
S. Peter ; but 'tis to S. Peter i his own perſon. And armone them Epipha- 
nius 
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nius 2s a5 free and as frequent in extolling S. Peter, as any of them: Aud yet 
did he never intend to give an abſolute prizcipality to Rome 72 S. Peter*s 
right ; which he at large manifeſts by a pluce particularly inſiſted on, in which 
he proves, that the building of the Church oz S. Peter in Epiphanius his ſenſe, 


is not as if he and his ſucceſſors were to be Monarchs over it for ever : but it is 


the edifying and eſtabliſhing the Church in the true Faith of Chriſt, by the 
Confeſſion which S. Peter made. And ſo, faith lie, he expreſſes himſelf elſe- 


where moſt plainly, that Chriſf”s building his Church upon this Rock, was pon \ 


the Confeſſion of S. Peter, and the ſolid Faith contained therein. And that 
Epiphanus could not mear that S. Peter was any Rock or Foundation of the 
Church, ſo as that he and his ſucceſſors muſt be relyed on in all matters of Faith, 
and govern the Church like Princes. and Monarchs, he proves not only by the 
Context, but becauſe he makes S. James to ſucceed our Lord in the priacipali- 
ty of the Church. Azd Epiphanius, faith he, was too full of learning and in- 
duſtry, to ſpeak contrary to himſelf in a point of this moment. This is the 
ſumm of his Lord{hips diſcourſe : ro which you anſwer, That it 5s clear even 
by the Texts of Epiphanius, that this promiſe by Chriſt to S. Peter, is derived 
to his ſucceſſors ; which you prove from hence, becauſe he ſaith, That by the 
Gates of Hell, Hereſies and Hereticks are nuderſtood : now this, ſay you, cax.- 
not be underſtood of St. Peter's perſon alone ; for then, Why not OP and 
Hereticls prevail againſt the Church after S$. Peter*s death ; yea ſo far as ut- 
terly to extinguiſh the true Faith * But, Cannot God preſerve the Church 
from being extinguiſhed by Hereſies, though S. Peter hath no Infallible Suc- 
ceſſor ? Is aot the promiſe, That the Gates of Hell ſhall wot prevail againſt the 
Church? It doth not fay, That the Gates of Hell ſhall not prevail againſt 
any that ſhall pretend to be his Succeſſors at Rome : For if Herefies be thoſe 
Gates, they have too often prevailed againſt them. And, Is this your way 
indeed. to ſecure the Church, by providing S. Petey ſuch ſucceſſors, which 
may be Herericks themſelves? But much more wiſely did S. Gregory ſay 
If one pretends to be Univerſal Biſhop, then upon his falling, the Church 
mult fall too; much more wiſely the Council of Bafl in oe Synodal 
Epiſtle, object this as the neceſſary conſequent of the DoQtrine of the Pope's 
Supremacy, that, errante Poxtifice, quod ſepe contigit & contingere poteſt, tota 
erraret Eccleſia ; that, in caſe the Pope erre, which often hath happened, 
and often may, the whole Church muſt erre too. And yet this is your way 
to ſecure the Church fro n errours and herefies. If youdeligned to ruine 
It, you could nor do it in a more compendious way, than to oblige the 
whole Chrch to believe the dictates of one,avho is fo far from that I»fal- 
libility which St. Peter had,. that he follows him in nothing more than. his 
Falls: I wiſh he would 1n his Repezrance too, and that would be the beſt 
way to ſecure the Church from Errorys and Hereſies, Which ſhe can never 
be ſecured trom, as long as one pretends te be her Head, who. may not 
only erre himſclt, but propound that to be believed 7fall:bly, which'is no- 
toriouſly falle. For chat Popes as Popes may erre, and propound fulſe Do- 
Ctrine to the Church, not only Proteſtants, but ſome of your own Com- 
munion have abundantly proved; particularly Sim. Yigorins in his de- 
tence of Richerins in his Commentary on the forecited Syodsl Epiſtle of 
the Council of Balll. Andcalls that opinion, That the Pope may erre as a 
privare Iottor, but not as Pope, racptif/iman op:monem, a moſt fool'ifh opi- 
im, Forotherwile, as he faith, it would be moſt abſurd ro fay, 7 hat the 
Pop: might be d-prſed for Hereſie ; tor he is not depoſed as a private Doctor, 
but as Pope. And this he proves by the contradictious decrees of 44r:ax Z, 
to Adriwa 1. and Leo 79, andlo of Formoſus, Mrinmns, Romans, to To- 
hannes, Stephannus, and Sergins 3 Nay, he inftanceth if that famous ge- 
cree of Bontface $. 11 pronouncing ſo detinitively, that it was de »:ce/ſitare 
Jalktis, 
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falutis, ſubeſſe Romano Pontifici (neceſlary to ſalyation to be ſubjeCt to the 
Pope) and that he decreed this as Pope, appears by thoſe words, Declara- 
mus, dicimus, definimus, & pronunciamus, omnino eſſe de neceſſitate ſalutis 
than which words, nothing can be more expreſs and definitive, and yet 
Pope Innocent 3. aſſerts, that the Kyjng of France hath xo ſuperiour upo 
earth. Is not the Church like then to be well ſecured trom H-reſi-s, when 


her Isfallible Heads may ſo apparently contradi&t each o:her, and this ac- 


knowledged by men of your own Communion ? Nothing then can be 
more abſurd or unreaſonable, than to ſay, That the Church cannot be pre- 
ſerved from being extinguiſhed by Hereſir, unieſs the Pope be S. Peter”s ſuc 
ceſſor, as Head of the Church. To his Lordſhips teſtimonies out of Ep;- 
phanius, that S. James ſucceeded our Lord in the principality of the Church, 
you anſwer, 1. That in the places he alledges, there's not a word of the 
Churches principality. 2. That he only implies that he was the firſt of the 
Apoſtles made Biſhop of any particular place, viz. at Hieruſalem, wh:c<h is cal- 
led Chriſt”s Throxe, as any Epiſcopal Chair i in ancient Eccleſiiſtical Writers, 
But, whoſoever will examine the places in Epiphanius, will hnd inuch more 
intended by him, than what you will allow : For not only he faith, that he 
firſt had an Epiſcopal Chair ; but that our Lord committed to him # 0464 
&vr% on Ths its, his Throne upon Earth, which ſurely 1s much more than can 
be ſaid of any meer Epsſcopal Chair ; and I believe you will be much to 
ſeek where Hiernſalem was ever called ChriſPs '[hrone upon earth after his 
Aſcenſion to Heaver. Beſides, if it were, it is the ſtrongeſt prejudice that 
may be againlt the prixcipality of the Roman See, if Jeruſalem was made 
by Chriſt tis Throze here. And, that a prixcipality over the whole Church is 
intended by Epiphanizs, ſeems more clear by that other place which his 
Lordſhip cites, wherein henot only faith, That James was firſt made Biſhop, 
but gives this reaſon for it, becauſe he ws the Brother of our Lord ; and if 

ou obſerve, How Epiphezius brings it in, you will fay, he intended more 

y it, than to make kim the fir/# Biſhop. For he was diſputing before, 
How the Kzzgdom and the Prie/thood did both belong to Chriſt, and that 
Chriſt had transfaſed both into his Church, iSyurm 5 5 $651 © &y 75 aps 7% 958 
crxanoie 6s + arava, but his Throne is eſtabliſhed for ever in his holy Church; 
conſiſting both of his Kingdom and Prieſthood, both which he communi- 
cated tohis Church ; quare Jacobus primnus omnium eſt Fpiſcopus conſtitntus, 
as Petavius renders it, ſo that he ſeems to ſettle James in that principality ot 
the Charch, which he had given to it; and what reaſon can you have to 
think, but that Chri/?s Throne, in which Epiphanius ſaith, James was ſetled, 
inthe other place, is the ſame with his Throze inthe Church which he men- 
tions here? And, What would you give for ſo clear a teRimony in Anti 
quity for Chri/?*s ſertling S. Peter in his Throne at Rome, as here 1s tor his 
placing S. James 1n it at Jeruſalem? 

His Lordſhip goes on. And he till tells us, the Biſhop of Roine 15s S. Pe 
ter*s ſucceſſor. Well, ſuppoſe that, What then? What * Why then, he ſucccta 
ed in all $. Peter's prerogatives which are ordinary, and belenved to h.m as 
a Biſhop, though not in the extraordinary, which belonzed to him as an Apoſtie. 
For that is it which you all ſay, but no man proves, Yes, you ay, Bellar mine 
hath done it in his diſputations on that ſubjecf. For this you produce a ſaying 
of his, That when the . Apoſtles were dead, th» Apoſtolical Authority rc 
mained alone in $. Peter”s ſucceſſor. I ſec with yon {till, /.c3120 and provi 
areall one. Bur ſince you referr the Reader to B«/lzr2127 tor proots, 1 
ſhall likewiſe referr him tothe many ſufficient Anlwers which have been 
g1ven him. | | | 

You argue ſtoutly afterwards, '7 hat becauſe Primacy ia the 101 ri { fe ft 


it implies Supremacy, therefore wherever the Fathcrs attr.hate a Prwracy 10 
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Peter amo? the Apoſtles, they mean his Authority and power over them. Tlee, 
you are reſolved to believe that there cannot be one, two, and three ; but 
the fr/ muſt be Head over all the reſt. A Primacy of Order, his Lordſhip 
truly ſaith, was never denied him by Proteſtants ; - and an univerſal Supremacy 
of power w.is never granted him by the Primitive Chriſtians. Prove but in the 
firſt place that S. Peter had ſuch a Supremacy of power over the Apoſtles, 
and all Chriſtian Churches, and that this power is conveyed to the Pope, you 
will do ſomething. In the mean time we acknowledge as much Primacy, 
Authority, and Principality in S. Peter, as D. Reynolds proves in the place 
you cite, none of which come near that Supremacy of power which you con- 
tend for, and we mult deny till we ſee it better proved than it is by you. 
But you offer it from S. Hrerom, becauſe he ſaith, The Primacy was given to 
"Peter for preventins Schiſm, but a meer precedency of order vs not ſufficient 
or that, But, Doth not S. Hierom 1n the words immediately before, ſay, 
That the Church ts equally built oa all the Apoſtles, and that they all receive 
the Keyes of the Kinzdom of Heaven, and that the firmneſs of the Church is 
equally grounded on them; and, Can he poſſibly then mean in the following 
| words any other Prizzacy, but ſuch as is among equals, and not any Spre- 
macy of power over them ? And certainly you think the Apoſtles very unruly, 
who would not be kept in order by ſuch a Primacy as this 1s, unleſs S. Peter 
had full juri/d4;&roz over them. - And ſince it is ſo evident, that S. Hierom 
can mean no other but ſuch a prehemirence as this for preventing Schiſar, 
you had need have a good art, that can deduce from thence 2 wece//ity of 4 
Supremacy of power in the Church for that end. For, lay you, Whatſoever 
power or judiſaittion was neceſſary in the Apoſtles time for preventing Schiſms, 
muſt, a fortiori, be neceſſary ins all ſucceeding ages ;,. but ſtill be {ure to hold to 
that power or juriſdiction which was in the Apoſtles times, and we grant 
you all you can prove from it. You ſtill diſpute gallantly, when you beg 
the Queſtion, and argue as formally as I have met with one, when you 
have fuppoſed that which it moſt concerned you to prove ; Which is, that 
God hath appointed a Supremacy of power in one particular perſoz, always 
to continue in the Church tor preſervation of Faith and Unity in it. For, if 
you ſuppoſe the Church cannot be governed, or Schiſzz prevented without 
this, you may well ſave your felt a labour of proving any further. Bur, 
ſo farare we from ſecing ſuch a Sypremacy of power as you challenge to the 
Pope to be neceſſary for preventing $chi/ms, that we are ſufficiently convin- 
ced that the VU/arp:ag of it hath cauſed one of the greateſt ever was in the 
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CHAP. VII 
The Popes Authority, not proved from Scripture, or Reaſon. 


The inſufficiency of the proofs from Scripture acknowledged by Romaniſts 
themſelves. The impertinency of Luk. 22. 32. to that purpoſe. MNoproofs 
offered for it but the ſuſpetted teſtimonies of Popes in their own cauſe. That 
0 Infallibility can thence come to the Pope as St, Peters ſucceſſor confeſſed 
and proved by Vigorius, and Mr. White. The weakneſs of the evaſion of 
the Popes erring as 4 private Dottor, but not as Pope, acknowledged by them, 
John 21. 15. proves nothing towards the Popes Supremacy. How far the 
Popes Authority is owned by the Romaniſts over Rjngs. T. C.'s beggings of 
the Queſtion, and tedious repetitions, paſt over. The Argument from the 
neceſſity of a living Judge, conſidered. The Government of the Church not 
Monarchical, but Ariſtocratical. The incomventencies of Monarchical Go- 
wernment in the Church manifeſted from reaſon. No evidence that Chriff 
entended to inſtitute ſuch Government in his Church, but much againſt it. 
The Communicatory letters in the primitive Church argued an Ariſtocracy. 
Gerlons Teſtimony from his Book de Auferribilitate Papz, explained and 
vindicated. St. Hieromes Teſtimony full againſt a Monarchy in the Church. 
T he inconſiſtency of the Popes Monarchy with that of Temporal Princes. The 
Supremacy of Princes in Eccleſiaſtical matters, aſſerted by the Scripture and 
Antiquity, as well as the Church of England. 


E are now come to the places of Scripture inſiſted on for the proof 
*yY/ of the Popes Authority ; which you have been 1ſo often and ſuc- 
celsfully beaten out of, by ſo many powerful aſſaults of our Writers, that 
it is matter of admiration that you ſhould yet think to find any ſhelter 
there. For thoſe which you yet account Fortreſſes and Bulwarks for your 
cauſe, have not only been triumphed over by your Adverlaries, but have 
been /kehted by the wiſeſt of your party, and deſerted as moſt untenable 
places. As Iſhall makeit appear to you in the progreſs of this diſpute : 
In which I ſhall not barely ſhew the palpable weakneſs of your pretended 
proofs, but bring unan{werable arguments againſt them he perſons of 
your own Communion. For the torce of thar reaſon by which the Pro- 
zeſtazxts have prevailed over wy in this diſpute hath bcen ſo great, that it 
hath brought over ſome of the learnedſt of your party, not only to an ac- 
knowledgement of the inſufficiency of theſe proofs, but to a zealous oppo- 
ſition againſt that very DoQrine which you attempt to prove by them. 
Put ſuch isthe fate of a ſinking cauſe, thr it catcheth hold of any thing 
to ſave it ſelf, though it be the Azchor of the Ship which makes it ſink the 
ſooner. Thus it will appear to be in theſe baffled Proofs, which you only 
bring into the Field'to ſhew what ſtreights you arc in for help ; and no 
ſooner appear there, *but they fall off to the conquering ſide, and help only 
to promote your ruine. But ſince they arc in the place where Arguments 
ſhouldbe, we muſt jn civility conſider them, as if they were ſo. The firlt 
place then is, Luke 22. 32. [ have pray'd {or thee that thy faith fail not. What 
would a Philoſopher think, were he choſen as Umpire between us, ( as once 
one was between 0r;2ez and his Adverſaries) to hear this place produced 
to prove the Popes Authority and Infallibility? And when a reaſon is de- 
manded of ſo ſtrange an Inference ( from a promiſe of recovery to St. Peter, 
to an poſſibility of falline in the Pope) nothing elſe produced, but the 
forged Epiſtles of ſome Popes, and the partial Teſtimonies of others in their 
own cauſe ? Could he think otherwiſe, but that theſe men loved _ 
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cauſe dearly, and vo 11d fain prove it, if they could tell how : but ſince 
there was neither evidence in reaſon or more indifferent writers 1n it, yet 
to let them ice hovs cont. dent they were of the Popes Izfallibility, they 
would produce their [zfa//;b/e Teſtimonies, to prove they were Izfallible. 
For we ask, Wliat evidence 15 there that the priviledge obtauted fot 
St. Peter, whatever it is, muſt deſcend to his Szcceſſors ; 1f to his Succel- 
ſors, whether to al his Succefſors, or only to ſome ; if only to ſome, why 
to thoſe at Rowe more than at Aztioch of any other place; if to them at 
Rome, why it muſt be underſtood of a Dodtrizal and not a [aving Faith, as 
it was 1n St. Peter ; if of Doctrinal, why not abſolutely, but only conditionally, 
if they teach the Church ? For all theſe and feveral other enquiries of this 
nature, we are told, It muſt be 1o underſtood ; but if you ask Why, all 
the Anſwer we can get is, Becauſe ſewen Popes at one tinis or other 
ſaid ſo. | 

But at this you grow very angry ; and tell 1s, 1. That Bellarmin, &e- 
ſides theſe, gives ſeveral pregnant reaſons from the Text it ſelf. What were 
it worth, to have a ſight of them ! It you had thought them fo pregnant, 


you are not fo ſparing of taking out of Be!/armiz, but you would have' 


given them us over again. Bellarmins excellent proots are two or three 
fine Dubio's. Sine dub, faith he, hic Domini ſpeciale aliquid Petro impe- 
travit. And who denies it ? but we grant, it was ſo ſpecial to him that it ne- 
ver came to his Succe{fors; and again, Sine dbio, ipſis precipu? debeat eſſe 
nota ſue ſedis anctoritas, ipeaking of the Popes Teſtimones for themſelves, 
Without all doubt they knew belt thetr own Authority. They were won- 
dertully to blame elſe ; burall the difficulty is, to perfwade others to be- 
lieve them ſize d:bio, when they ſpeak in their own Cauſe. And for that 
I can find no pregnant reaſon in him at all. Well, but we have a third 
fine dubio yet, which may be more to the purpoſe than either of the other 
two. For Belarmiz diſtinguiſhes of two priviledges which Chriſt obtain- 
ed for St. Petey, the firlt is, That himſelf ſhould never loſe the true Fiith thoneh 
he were tempt:d of the Devil; and this his Lotdfhip grants, that it was the 
ſpecial grace which Chritts prayer obtained, tit, notwithitanding Satans 
ſting him, and his threeipld denyal of his Maſtcr, he {hould nor tall into 
a final Apoſtaſie: The ſecond priviledge 1s, That he, as Biſhop, ſhould not be 
able to texc' any thing againſt the Faith, five, ut in lede cjus nunquam inve- 
niretur qui doceret contra veram fiaem, or, tht there ſhould be none found 
in his Se ha ſhould do it. Is not here an excellent conjunStion disjun- 
Rive inthis S/ve, Or? that he ſhould nor do it him/elff, or, that his S:ccefe 
fors ſhould not do it ? Doth not this want pregnant proofs? and we 
have them in the next words. The firſt of theſ-, it may be ( very modeſtly ! 
did at deliend 10 his Succeſſors 3 but ſecundum, fine Dubio, manavit ad 
poſteros {ive ſuccelſores ; the ſecond, without all doubt, did deſcend to his 
Succeſſors- Are not theſe pregnant reaſons ; three ſie dubio's given us by 
Cardinal Ballarmia? For when he comes to confirm this laſt ſize dubio, he 
produces nothing but thoſs Teſtimonies, which his Lordſhip excepts 
againſt, as not fit to be Judges in their own Cauſe, If theſe then be Bel/ar- 
»ins pregnant reaſons out of the ext, no wonder that his Lordſhip was 
not p'caſed to Anſwer them. Burt yet you are diſpleaſed, that his Lordſhip 
{bould think that Popes were intereſſed perſons in their own Canſe. No,no; all 
that cver ſat in that See, were ſuch holy, meek, humble, ſelf-dertying men, 
that they would not for a world, let a word fall to exalt their own An- 
thority in the Church. And we arc mightily toblame tothink otherwiſe 
of them. 1s it poſſible to think that Felrx x, and Lucims 1, ſhould ſpeal 
for their own intereſt; though the Epr/tes under their names be ſuch 
notorious counterfeits, that all ſober men among you arc aſhamed of 
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them ? Is it poſſible that Leo x. ſhould do it, who was ſo humble a man 
that he contended with 630. Biſhops of the Connerd of Chalcedoy about the 
Primacy of his See ; and whole Epiſtles breath fo much of /"/f d&n72/ in all 
the conteſts he had about it? And although Pope A4gatho and the reſt be 
of later ſtanding, when the Popes did begin a little more openly to take 
upon them ; yet, Can the Proteſtants think that theſe men were byaſſed with 
ther proper Iztereſt ? Are not theſe weak pretenees for them to reject their 
Authority upon ? For your part (you fſay,) you coulda never underſtand this 
procecding of Proteſtants. The more a great deal 1s the pity ; and if we 
could help your underſtanding and not endanger our own,. we would 
willingly do it. Well, but though Be//armirs pregnant reaſons prove ſo 
abortive, and though the Popes Authorities ſhould nor be taken, yet his 
Lordſhip muſt needs wrong Bellarmin, in ſaying, That he doth upon the mat- 
ter confeſs, that there is not one Father in the Church diſintereſſed 11 the Cauſe, 
who naderſtands this Text as Beliarmin doth, before Theophylact. And the 
reaſon is, becarſe, though Bellarmin cite no more, yet there might be more for 
all that : for, muſt he needs confeſs, there are no more Authors citable in any 
ſubjett, but what he cites himſelf ? As though Bellarmin were wont to leave 
ont any authorities which made for his pur pole, eſpecially in ſo weighty a 
ſubjeR as this? Do youthink he was ſo weak a perſon to run to Popes Yu 
thorities, if he could have found any other * and when he produces no 
more, is it not a plain confeſhon he found no more to his purpoſe ? Bur 
I am weary of ſuch great Impertinencies : and would fain mcet with 
ſome thing of matter that might hold up the Readers patience as well as 
mine. All that ever I can meet with, that hath any thing of tendency 
that way, is, That this priviledge of the Indeficiency of St, Peters Faith doth 
not belong to him as an Apoſtle, but rather as he was Prince of the Apoſtles, and 
appointed to be Chriſts Vicar on earth after him, Very handiomly begged 
again ! but where is the proof for all this * Have you no Popes ſtand ready 
again to atteſt the truth of it ? For none elſe that have any reaſon would 
ever {ay it? did St. Peter deny Chriſt as Prizce of the 4po/t/es ? Indeed it 
was then much for his honour that the Capraiz ſhould fly from his colours 


firlt ? and > hriſts Vicar # P0721 earth ſhould the moſt need to have his Faith | 


prayed for, that it ſhould not fail? I had thought St. Petey had been head 
of the Apoſtles, and not Simon : 1f Chriſt had ſpoke to him as his YVzcar, 
he would ſure have calld him Peter, Peter, and not Simor, Simon. Butit 
ſeems he did not attend, that Peter was the Rock, on which his Church muſt 
be built : or eMehe minded it ſo much, that he thought that name impro- 
per when he mentions his falling ; You have therefore ſtoutly and unan- 
fwerably { not proved, but) demonſtrated that theſe words were ſpoken 
of St. Peter, not as an Apoſtle, but as Chriſts Vicar upon earth. 

But ſuppoſe it were ſo; what is this to thoſe who pretend to be his 
Succeſſors ? Jes very much, For (lay you), Whatever our Sawiour intend- 
ed (hould deſcend by wertue of that prayer of his, did effectively ſo di ſcend. You 
might have put one of Be/larmins ſine dubio's to this. For, Whoever was 
ſo [enſlets as to queſtion that ? But you confeſs, 1t is a very diſpntable que- 
ftion, Whether every thing which Chriſt by his prayer intended and obtained for 
St, Peter, was likewiſe intended by him to deſcend to St. Peters Succeſſonrs. 
Tet that ſome ſpecial priviledge was to drſcrnd to them, ts, you ſay, manifeſt 4 
Bellarmins Authorities and Reaſons. If from nothing elſe, I dare conh- 
dently lay, no man 1n his wits will believe it maniteſt, And what that 15, 
neither you, nor any one elſe can either prove or underſtand. Yes ( fay 
you ) zt is, that none of his Succeſſors ſhould ever ſo far fall from the Faith, 
as to teach Hereſie, in Pontificalibus, or, as you ſpeak with Bellarmin, any 


thing contrary to Faith tanquam Pontitex ; 7. e. iz wvertue of that _— 
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which they were 70 have in the Church as St. Peters Succeſſors. Here then 


we fix a while to fee. this praved ; but our expeCation is again fruſtrated ; 
For inſtead of proofs we meet with the old Mumpſimus, of the Popes Crring 
as private Dottor, but not as Paſtor of the Church: A diſtinttion fo ridicy- 
lous, that many among your ſelves deride it, as will appear preſently. And 
therefore put in your :azq:z2m Portifex as long as you pleaſe, you will gain 
no great matter by it, When you can prove that Chriltdid intend in that 
one prayer, ſome part of the Gitt- perſozally and abſolntely to St. Peter, and 
another part conditionally to his Succeſſors, I will grant it no abſurdity to 
ſay, that perhaps ſome part of the Gift did not belong to either of them. But 
theſe are ſuch ſtrange fetches out of a plain Scripture, that thoſe may ad- 
mire your ſubtilty, who cannot be convinced by your reaſon. Yet to let 
you lec that theſe things are not ſoclearas you would have them, I ſhall 
bring you ſome Arguments out of your own Writers againſt your inter- 
pretation of this place, and I pray Anſwer them art your leiſure. 7/j20rins 
therefore proves that this place cannot be underſtood of St. Peter and his 
Swucceſſors, that their Faith ſhould not fail ; tor then ſaith he. x. The Canons 
hal decreed to no purpoſe that a Pope might be depoſed incaſe of Hereſie ;- fer 


thoſe that ſuppoſe that he may fall into Hereſie, do doubtleſs ſuppoſe that his 


Faith fails. Now here is a witneſs againſt you, from your own Charch 
and that out of your Canozs too; and'that is better worth than twenty 
Teſtimonies of Popes for you. 2. It this were underſtood of St. Peters Suc- 
ceſſors, they who ſucceeded him at Antioch wonld enjoy this priviledge as well 
as thofe at Rome ; for they are, faith he, as well St. Peters Succeſſors as 
the other. And, ſaith he, if they underitand this of one and not of the 
other, totis faucibus ſe deridendos propinarent, they expoſe themſelves to 
contempt and laughter. 3. It this were true of St. Peters Succeſſors at 
Rome, then the decrees of one Pope could not be revoked by the other ; becauſe, 
it is impoſſible they ſhould err in making thoſe decrees. But it is not Vigorius 
alone who hath ſhewed the weakneſs of your Arguments from this place ; 
for our learned Countryman Mr. }/hte hath more fully and largely dil- 
covered the weaknels of all your pretences from Scripture, Fathers, and 
Reaſon, concerning the Popes ſucceeding St. Peter in his Infallibility. And 
particularly as to this place he faith, that either it concerns the preſent dan- 
ger St. Peter was in, or elſe doth repreſent what was to be afterwards in the 
Church : and that it doth primarily and diredtly relate to St. Peters imminent 
tentation, all the cireumſlances perſwade #s ; firſt, becauſe hs is called by his 
private name Simon, and not by his Apoſtolical aame Peter. 2. Becauſe Chriſt 
imemediately ſubjoyns after St. Peters anſwer his threefold  armial” of him. 
3. The event it ſelf makes it appear, by the Apoſtles flight, St. Peters tempta- 
tion and fall, his converſion and tears when Chriſt looked on him ; and by his 
confirmins the Diſciples after Chriſts reſarreftioa. But (faith he, ) if this 
place be taken as reſpecting the future times of the Church, the ſams thing muſt 


. 


be expetted in St. Peters Succeſſors, which fell out in St. Peter himſelf, viz. 


that either through. fear, or ſome other motive they may be drawn into the ſhew 


of Hereſie, or into Hereſie it ſelf ; but ſo, as either in themſelves or their Suc- 


ceſſors, they ſhould be reſtored to the Catholick Faith. But what reaſon there 
is for this later interpretation (though deſtructive to the Popes infalli- 
bility ) neither doth that perſon acquaint us, nor can I poſſibly under- 
ſtand. All the evaſion that you have to avoid the. force of whatever is 
brought againſt you out of this place, is by conjuring up that rare diſtin- 
Ction of the Popes not errine when he defines any thins as matter of Faith. 
But ſee what that ſame perſon faith of this diſtinQtion of yours, Excipiunt 
aliqui, laith he, Papam poſſe eſſe hereticumy ſed 20z poſſe hareſim promulgare. 
Age quidlibet effutire pro libidine, etiamlicitumelt. Some Anſiver, that ihe 
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Pope may be a Heretick, but cannot promulge or define Ferefie : So far do men 
think it lawful to ſay what they pleaſes But can any man, laith he, be guilty of 
ſo much incogitaricy, as not to ſee that theſe things are conſequent upon each 


ether ; It is a Pear tree, and therefore it will bear Pears: It is a Vine, and 


therefore it will bring forth Grapes. Chriſt ſaith, An evil tree cannot bring forth 
good fruit ; but theſe' ſay, An evil tree cannot bring forth bad fruit, The Apoſtle 
faith, The wiſdom of the Fleſh cannot be ſubject to God ; but theſe ſay, It cannot 
b:t be ſubject to God, And then he further preſſeth, That they monld de- 
elire from what Anthor they brought this contradittion into the Church of 
God, left men ſhould believe they were inſpired by the Father of tres when they 
ade if, Nay he gaecs further yet in theſe ſtinging expreſſions, 4; prtaris 


licere, in re que totum Eccleſie ſlatum ad vivum tangit, novitatem adeo inan- , 


ditam, adeo rationi adverſantem , adeo excedentem omnem fidem, ex fonniis 
cerebri weſtri inferre ? Do you think it lawful, in a matter which toucheth the 
whole ſtate of the Church to the quick, to produce ſo unheard of a novelty, ſo re- 
pugnant to reafon, fo far above all Faith, ont of the dreams of your own brain? 
Go now, and anſwer theſe things among your ſelves ; complain not that 
we account ſuch evaſions {illy, abſurd, and ridiculous ; you ſce they are 
accounted ſo by ſome of your own Communion ( or, at leaſt, who pretend 
to be {0 ) and thoſe no contemptible perſons neither. But ſuch as have 
feen ſo much of the weakneſs and abſurdity of your common ' doctrine, 
that they openly and confidently oppoſe it, and that upon the ſame 
grounds that Proteſtants had done it before them. And I hope, this is 
much more to our 4 7m to ſhew the inſufficiency of theſe proofs, tha 
it was for you to produce the Teſtimonies of ſeveral Popes in their own 
Cauſe. Which was all - the proof that Be/armiz or you had, that theſe 
words are extended, to St. Peters Succeſſors, when we bring men from 
among your ſelves; who produce ſeveral reaſons, that they ought not tobe 

lo interpreted, | 
But yet there is another place as pertinent as the former ; the celebra- 
ted Paſce oves & a2nos, John21.15, 16, t7: But ſheep and I.ambs, ſay you, 
are Chriſts whole flock. So there are both theſe, Taith his Lordſhip, 7» every 
flock that is not of barren Wethers ; and every Apoſtle, and every Apoſtles 
ſucceſſor hath charge to feed both Sheep and Lambs ; that is, weaker and 
ſtronger Chriſtians, not people and Paſtors, ſubjects and Governours, as A. C. 
expounds it, to bring the necks of Princes nnder the Roman Pride. No ( fay 
you,) 20 ſuch charge is given to any other Apoſtles, in the places his Lordſhip 
cites, Matth. 28. 19- Marth. 10. 17. for theſe ſpeak of perſons unbaptized, 
but that place of St. John, of thoſe who were atfnally Chriſts F{ock; and the 
words being abfolutely and indefinitely pronounced, muſt be underſtood general- 
ly and indefinitely of all Chriſts Shzep and Lambs, tht is, of all Chriſtians 
whatſoever, not excepting the Apoſtles themſelves; naleſs it appear from ſome 
other place, that the other Apoſtles had the feeding of all Chriſts Sheep, as unt- 
werſally and unlimitedly committed to them, as they were here to St. Peter. 
But all this is nothing, as Vigorizs peaks about the ſo/vere, /icare, paſcere, 
but dndum exploſis cantilenis aures Chriſtiano;um obtundere , to bring us 
choſe things over and over, which have been anſwered as.ott as they have 
been brought. For how often have you been told”, that thele words 
contain no-particular Commiſſion to St. Porer, but a more vehement exhor- 
74tion to the diſcharge of his duty, and that prefied with the quicknels of 
the queſtion before it, Loveſt thou 22 ? How often, that the full Com- 
miſſion to the Apoſtles was given belore ? As the Father hath ſeat me, ſo ſend 
F you. And that, as Chriſt was by his Fathers appointment the chict Shep- 
heard of the Sheep and Lambs too; fo Chriſt by this equal Commiſſion to 
all the Apoſtles gives them all an equal power and authority to govern his 
| Flock : 
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Flock : How often, that nothing appears conſequent upon this, whereby 
St. Peter took this office upon him? but that afterwards we find St. Peter 
calPd the Apoſtle of the Circumciſion, which certainly he would never have 
been, had he been looked on as the Univerſal Paſtor of the Church; we 
find the Apoſtles lending St. Peter to Samaria, which was a very unman- 
nerly action, if they looked on him as Head of the Church. - How often, 
that theſc indefinite expreſſions are not excluſive of the Paſtoral charge of 
other Apoſt/cs over the lock of Chriſt ? when they are not only bid zo preach 
the Goſpel to every creature, but even thole Biſhops which they ordained in ſe- 
veral Churches are charged to feed the Flock ; and therefore certainly the 
Apoſtles themalelves had not only a charge to Preach to unbaptized perſons 
( as you ſuppole) but to govern the F/ock of thoſe who were aQtually Chrifs 
Sheep and Lambs, as well as St. Peter ? How often, I ſay, have you been 
told all cheſe and ſeveral other things in Anſwer to this place; and have you 


yet the confidence to objectit, as though it had never been taken notice of, 


withot ever offering to take off thoſe Anſwers which have been ſo fre- 
quently given? But you mult be pardoned 1n this, as inall other things of 
an equal Impoſſibility. | 

Well, but his Lordſhip objeats a ſhrewd Conſequence from this Uni- 
verlal Paſtorſhip; that this brings the necks of Princes under the Roman 
Pridz. And if Kings be meant, (his Lordſhip faith ) yer the cammand ts, 
paſce, fecd them; but deponere, or occidere, to depoſe or kill them, is not 
paſcere ix any ſeaſe; Lanu id eſt, non Paſtoris, that*s the Butchers, not the 
Shepheards part. This, you call, his Lordfhips winding about, and falling 
pon that odious Queſtion of killins and depoſins Kjnes. An odious Que- 
ſtion indeed, whether we conſider the grounds, or the effeAs and conſe- 
quents of it. But yet you would ſeem to clear your ſelves from the. odium 
of it. Firſt, By ſaying that it is a groſs fallacy to arguea negatione ſpeciel 
ad negationem generis, which is a zew kind of Logick, Tt is indeed, for it 
is of your own coyning ; for his Lordſhip argues ab affirmatioze generis 
ad affirmationem ſpeciei, and I hope this is no new Logick, unleſs you think 
he that ſaith, He who hath power over all /zvine creatures, hath not there- 
by power over ez too. His Lordſhip therefore doth not argue againſt 
the Popes Univerſal Supremacy from the dexyal of that, but deduces 
that as a conſequence trom your aſlertion, and explication of what you 
mean by Sheep and Lambs. But this is but a fleight Anſwer in compariſon 
of what follows ; Secondly, we anſwer, That the point of Killine Kjnes, 
is a moſt falſe and ſcandalow Imputation ; icandalous enough indeed, if 
filſe : and though your Popes - have not given expreſs warrant for the 
doing it, yetat is ſufficiently known, How the Pope in Confiſtory could 
not contain his joy when 1t was done, in the caſe of Hexry 3. of Fraxce. 
And it hath been ſufficiently confeſſed and lamented by perſozs of your 
own communion , How much the Dottrine of the Je/uits hath encou- 
raged thoſe Aſſa//izations of thoſe two ſucceſſive Hemryes of France. Will 
you, or dare you vindicate the Doctrines of Mariana, and others, which 
do not obſcurely deliver their judgement, as to that very thing of K/z/!- 
ins Heretical Princes ? But, it we ſhould grant you this, That the Pope 
24y not command to kill, What ſay you to that of depoſing Princes ; 
which ſeldom falls much ſhort of the other ? Asto this, you dare not cry, 
Tris a falſe and ſcandalous imputation, as you did to the other ; but you 
anſwer, Tis no point of your Faith, that the Pope hath power to do it ; and 
therefore you ſay it is no part of your task to diſpute it. Ts this all the ſecurity 
Princes have from you, that it is no point of your Faith, that the Pope 
hath power todo it ? Is it not well _—_ known, that there are many 
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which yet you ſay, are no points of Faith? And yet in this you are di- 
rectly contradicted by one who knew what were points of Fa;:h among 
v0.4, as well as you, and that was Father Cr:{vell ; whole teſtimony I have 
cited already £ and he ſaith exprelly, Certum eſt, CF ae | flat, It 1s a thing 
certain, and of Faith : that the ſubjects of an Heretical Prince, are not o0n- 
lv freed from Alleatant, but are bound, ex hominum Chrittianorum domi- 
natu ejicere, 79 caſt him ont of his power, which certain'y is more than the 
depoſing of him. And Sazders plainly enough faith, 1 hat 2 Ang that witt 
aot ſubm:t to the Popes Authority, i by no means to be ſuffered, but his [ub- 
jects onght to do their utmoſt endeavour that another Y24Y be placed iz his 
ro0m. Indced, he faith nor, as the other doth, That this is de f4-, but that 
is the only reſerve you have when a Doctrine 1s odious and infamous to 
the world, to cry out, It is not de. fide, when yet it may be as firmly be- 
lieved among you, as any that you account de fide. And if you believe 
the Duke of Alva in his Manifeſto at the ſiege of Pampelona, when the Pope 
had depoſed the King of Navarre to whom that City belonged, he ſaith, 
That it is not doubted but the Pope had porrer to depoſe Heretical Prizcess And 
if you had been of another opinion, you ought to have declared your ſelf 
more fully than you do. If you had ſaid, that inceed ſome were of that 
opinion, but you -abhorred and detelted it, you had ſpoken to the pur- 
poſe ; but when you uſe only that pititul evaſion, That 1t 7s not of Faith, &c. 
you ſufficiently ſhew, What your judgement 1s, but that you dare not pub- 
lickly own it. It ſeems, you remember what was faid by your Maſters 
in reference to Emanuel Sa, Nox fuit oprs ad iſta deſcendere, There was no 
need to meddle with thoſe things. It ſeems, if there had been, there 
was no hurt in the Doctrine, but only that it was unſeaſonable. 
pray God keep us from that time, when you {hall think it zeedfl to d 
clare your ſelves in this point. But you conclude this with a moſt unwo 
thy and ſcandalous reflettion on Proreſtants, in theſe words ; But what 
Proteſtants have both done and juſtified in the worſt of theſe kinds, is but too 
freſb in memory. But, Were thols the practices and principles of Proteſtants ? 
Were they not abhorred and deteſted in the higheſt manner by all z-ue 
Proteſtants , both at home and abroad ? It will be well, if you can clear 
ſome of your ſelves from having too much a hand in promoting both thoſe 
principles and practices. TI ſuppoſe you cannot but have heard, Who it 
was is {aid to have expreſſed ſo much joy at the time of that horrid execu- 
tion ; What counſels and machinations are ſaid to have been among ſome 
devoted Sons of the Church of Rome abroad about that time : Thercfore 
clear your ſelves more than yet you have done, of thole imputations, be- 
fore you charge that guilt on Proteſtants, which they expreſs the higheſt 
abhorrence of. And let the names of ſuch who either publickly or pri- 
yately abetr or juſtifie ſuch horrid ations, be under a continual 4dnuhems 
to all Ceamrrations. 

Atter all this diſcourſe about the Popes Authority, A. C. brings it at laſt 
home to the buſineſs of $ch;/. For, he faith, 7he Biſhop of Rome ſhall nc- 
wer refuſe to feed and govern the whole Flock in ſuch ſort, as that neither par- 
ticular man nor Church ſhall have juſt cauſe, under pretence of Reformation 11 
matters of Faith, to: make: a ſeparation from the whole Charch. This ( his 
Lordſhip faith) by A. C.*s favour is meer beeping the Queſtion. For this is 
the very thins which the Proteſtants chayve upon him ; namely, that he h4#th 
governed, if not the whole, yet ſo much of the Church as he hath been able to 
bring under his power, ſo as that he hath given too juſt cauſe of the preſent con- 
tinued Separation. And, as the corruptions in the Dottrine of Faith, in the 
Church of Rome, were the canfe of the firſt Separation ; fo are they at this pre- 
ſent aay the cauſe why the Separation continnes, And the oppreſſion of = 
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Church of Rome, he further adds, 7s the great canſe of all the errors ins that 
part of the Church which is under the Roman Jurifdiftion. And for the Pro- 
teſtants, they have made no ſeparation from the General Church properly ſo cat- 
led, but their Separation is only from the Church of Rome, and ſuch other 
Church:s as by adherins to her, have hazaraed themſclues, and do now miſ- 
call themſelves the whole Catholick Church, Nay, even here the Proteſtazts 
have not left the Church of Rome in her eſſence, but in her errors ; not tn the 
things which conſtitute # Church, but only in ſuch abuſes and corruptions, as 
work towaras the diſſolution of a Church, Let now any inditterent Reader 
be judge, Whether his Lordſhip, or 4. C. be the more guilty 7» beggins the 
Queſtion. For all the Anſwer you can gave, 1s, 7 hat his Lordſhip begs it, 
in ſaying that the Roman Church 1s not the whole Catholick Church, and that 
the Roman Catholick Church 14y be in an'error ; but the former we have 
proved already, and I doubt not but the latter will be as evident as the 
other, before our task be ended. Bur, as though it were not poffible for 
you to be' guilty of begging the Qneſtion, after you have laid that the Re- 
man Church cannot err, you give this as the reaſon for it, Becarſe ſhe is the 
unſhakens Rock of [ruth ; and that ſhe hath the ſole continual ſucceſſion of law- 
fully-ſent Paſtors and Teachers, who have taught the ſame unchanged Doftrine, 
and (hall infallibly contiaue ſo teaching it to the worlds end, Now, Who 
dares call this Begging the Queſtion? No, it muſt not be called fo in you, 
it ſhall be only '/ ating zt for granted. Which we have ſeen, hath been 
your practice all along, eſpecially when we charge your Church with er- 
ror ; tor then you cry out preſently, What, your Church err ? No, you 
defie the language. What, - he Spouſe of Chriſt, the Catholick Church err ? 
that is impoſſible. What, the uzſhaker Rock of Truth to fink into errors ? 
the Infallible Church be deceived ? ſhe that hath never taught any thing 
but Truth, be charged with falſhood ? ſhe, that not only zever did err, 
but, 1t 15 impoſſible, nay, utterly impoſſible, nay, ſo inpoſſible, that it cannot 
be imagined, that ever ſhe ſhould exr ? This 1s the ſum of all your argu- 
ments, which, no doubt, ſound high to all ſuch who know not what confi- 
dent begging the Queſtion means, or, out of modeſty, are loth to charge 
you with 1t. | | | - | 
Much to the ſame purpole do you go on, to prove, tht Proteſtints have 
ſeparated not from the errors, but the eſſence of your Church. And if that be 
true, which you fay, That thoſe things which we call Errors are eſſential to 
your Church, we are the more ſorry tor 1t ;- for we are ſure, (and, when 
you pleaſe, will prove it) that they are not, cannot be, eſſential .to a zrue 
Church ; and if they be to yours, the caſe is ſo much the worſe with you, 
when your diftempers are in your vitals, and your errors effential to 
your Chnrches Conſtitution. What other things you have here, are the 
bare repetitions of what we have often had' betore in the Chaprers you re- 
fer us to. And here we may thank you for ſome eaſe you give ns in the 
far greateit remaining part of this Chapter, which conſitts of tedious repeti- 
tions of ſuch things which have been largely diſcuſſed in the Fir/# pars, 
where they were purpoſely and delignedly handled; as that concerning 
Traditions, chap. 6. that concerning neceſſaries to ſalvation, chap. 2, 3, 4+ that 
concerning the Scriptures being-an Infallible' Rate, throughout the Contro- 
verſie of Reſolution of Faith ; and that which concerns the Tnfallibility &f Ge- 
zeral Conncils, we ſhall have occaſion at large to handle afterwards; and 
if there be afny thing material here, which you omit there; it ſhall be ful- 
ly conſidered. But I know no obligation lying upon me to anſwer things 
as often as you repeat 'them, eſpecially fince your gift is ſo good that way. 
It is ſufficient that I know not of any material paſſage, which hath not re- 
ceivedan Anſwerin its proper place. 2 
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6. 7. : Thar which is moſt pertinent toour preſent purpoſe, is that which con- 
cerns the neceſſity of a Living Judge, beſides the Scriptures for ending Contro- 

P.192.n.6. werſfies of Faith. As to which his Lordihip faith, Chat, ſuppoſing there were 
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ſuch a one, and the Pope were he, yet that is not ſufficient againſt the malice of 
the Devil, and impiors men, to keep the Church at all times from renting evea 
ia the Dodrine of Faith, or to oder the Rents which are made, For, oportet elle 
Hzreſes, x Cor.11.19. Hereſies there will be, and Hereſies there properly cannot 
be but in the Dottrine of Faith. To this you anſwer, 7 hat Hereſies are ndt 
within, but without the Church, and the Rents which ſtand in need of ſoder- 
ing, are not found amoag the true members of the Church, who continue ſtill 
united in the Faith, and due obedience to their Head ; but in thoſe who have 
deſerted the true Church, and either made or adhered to Schiſmaatical and 
Heretical Congregations. A molt excellent Anſwer! His Lordſhip fays, 
If Chriſt had appointed an Izf/lible Fudge belides the Scripture,” certainly 
it ſhould have been for preventing Hereſies, and Jodering the Rents of the 
Church. $0 it is (lay you) for if there be any Hereſies , it is nothing to 
him, they are out of the Church; aud if there be any Schiſms, they are amons 
thoſe who are divided from him : That is, he is an Infallible Fudge only thus 
far, in condemning all ſuch for Herericks and Schiſmraticks, who do not 
own him. And lus only way of preventing Hereſies and Schifms, is the 
making this the only tryal of them, that whatever queſtions his Authori- 
ty, is Hereſie ; and whatever ſeparation be made from him, is Schiſps. Juft 
as Abſalom pretended that there was no Fudge appointed to hear aud deter- 
mine cauſes, and that the Laws were not ſuficient without one, and there- 
fore he would do it himfelf ; ſo doth the Pope by Chri/?, he pretends that he 
hath not taken care ſufficient for deciding Controverſies in Faith, there- 
fore there is a neceſlity in order to the Churches Unzry, he ſhould take it 
upon himſelf. But now, if we ſuppoſe inthe former caſe of A4b/alom, that 
he had pretended he could infallibly end all the Controverſies in 1/7e, 
and keep all in peace and unity ; and yet abundance of Controverſies to 
ariſe among them by what right end power he took that office upon him, and 
many of them cry out upon it, as an V/arpatior, and a diſparagement to 


| the Laws and Government of his Father David ; and upon this, ſome of 


the wiſer 1/raelites ſhould have asked him, Whether this were the way to 
end all Controverſies, and keep the Nation in peace ? Would it not have 
been a fatisfattory Anſwer for him to have ſaid, Yes, nodoubt it is the on- 
ly way ; For, only they that acknowledge my power, are the Kjngs lawful ſub- 
jetts, and all the reſt are Rebels and raytors. And, Is not this juſt the 
ſame Anſwer which you give here ? That the Pope is ſtill appointed to teep 
peace and wnity in the Church, becauſe all that queſtion his ns be He- 
reticks and Schiſmaticks. But, as inthe former caſe, the ſureſt way to pre- 
vent thoſe Conſequences, were to produce that power and authority 
which the K7zg had given him, and that ſhould be the firſt thing which 
{hould be made evident trom authentick records, and the clear teſtimony 
of the gravelt Sexetors ; ſo, if-yqu could produce the Letters Patents , 
whereby Chri# made the Pope the great Lord Chancellor of his Church, 
to determine all Coxtroverſies of #azth, and ſhew this atteſted by the con- 
current voice of the Primitive Church, who belt knew what order Chritt 
took for the Government of his Church ; this were a way to prevent ſuch 
perſons turning ſuch Hereticks and Schiſmaticks, as you fay they are, by 
not ſubmitting themſelves to the Popes Authorizy. But for y6u to pretend 
that the Popes Authority is necellary to the Churches Unity, and when the 
Hereſies and Schiſms of the Church are objeQted, to fay, That rhoſe are all 
out of the Church, is juſt as if a Shepheard ſhould ſay, That he would keep 
the whole Flock of Sheep within ſucha Fold, and when the better _ _ 
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ſhewed him to be out of it, he ſhould return this Anſwer, That thoſe were 
without, and not within his Fold ; and therefore they were none of the 
Flock that he meant. So that his meaning was, thoſe that would abide in, 
he conld keep in, but for thoſe that wonld not, he had nothing to {s ro them. 
So it is with you, the Pope he ends Controverſies, and keeps the Church at 
Urzity; How io ? Th.y who do agree, are of his Flock, and of the Church ; 
po thoſe that do not, are out of it. A Qaaker or Anabiptiſt will keep the 

barch in Unity after the ſame way, only the Pope hath the greater num- 
ber of his fide; for , they will tell you, If they were hearkened to, the 
Charch ſhould never be in pieces ;, for all thoſe who embrace their Do- 
Qrimes, are of the Church, and thoſe who do not, are Hereticks and Schiſ- 


waticks, So we ſee upon your principles, What an eafie matter it is to. 


b2 an Infallibl: Fudoe, and to end all Controverſi2s 1n the Church ; that only 
this muſt be taken tor grante:, that all who will not own ſuch an 7»fa/- 
lible Tu7g', are out of the Church, and fo the Church is at Unity 1till, how 
many ſoever there are who doubt or deny the Popes Authority, Thus we 
ealily underſtand what that excellent harmony is, which you cry ſo much 
up in your Church ; that you molt gravely ſay, hat, had not the Pope re- 
ceived from God the power he challenges, he could never have been able to pre- 
ſerve that p-ace and unity in matters of Religion, that is found in the Roman 
Church ; Of what nature that Unity is, we have ſeen already : And ſurely 
you have much caule to boaſt of the Popes faculty of deciding Controver- 
lies, ever ſince the late Decree of Pope Innocent, in the caſe of the five Pro- 
poſitions. For , How readily the Janſeniſts have ſubmitted fince, and 
what Unity there hath been among the diſſenting parties in Fraxce, all the 
world can bear you witneſs. And, whatever you pretend, were it aot for 
Policy and Intereſt, the Infallible Chair would ſoon fall to the ground ; 
for it hath ſo little footing in Scripture or Antiquity, that there had need be 
a watchful eye, and ſtrong hand to keep it up. 

But now we are to examine the main proof which is brought for the 
neceſſity of this Living and Infallible Fudze; which lies in thele words of 
A.C. Ewvery earthly Kzngdom, when matters cannot be compoſed by a Parlia- 
ment ( which caxnot be called upon all occaſions) hath, beſides the Law-Books, 
ome livine Maziſtrates and Tudges, and above all one viſible King, the higheſt 
Judge, who hath Authority ſufficient to end all Controverſies, and ſettle Unity 
in all Temporal Affairs. And, Shall we think that Chriſt, the wiſeſt Kine, 
hath provided in his Kingdom the Church, only the Law-Books of holy Scri- 
pture, and no living viſible Judges, and above all one chief, ſo aſſiſted by his 
Spirit, as may ſuffice to end all Controverſies for Unity and Certainty of Faith? 
which can never be , if every man may interpret Holy Scripture, the Law- 
Books, as he liſt. This,his Lordſhip ſaith, z a very plauſible argument with 
the many ; bat the Foundation of it is but a ſimilitude, and, if the ſimilitude hold 
not in the main argument, is nothing. And ſo his Lordſhip at large proves 
that it is here. For whatever further concerns this Controverſie con- 
cerning the Popes Authority, 1s brought under the examination of this ar- 
gument ; which you mangle into ſeveral Chapters, thereby confounding the 
Reader , that he may not ſee the coherence or dependence of one thing 
upon another. But having cut off the ſuperfluities of this Chaprer alrea- 
dy, I may with more conveniency reduce all that belongs to this matter 
within the compaſs of it. And that he may the better apprehend his 
Lordſhips ſcope and deſign , I ſhall firſt ſum up his Lordſhips Anſwers 
together, and then more particularly go about the vindication of them, 
1. Then, his Lordſhipat large proves that the 1:/itant Church is not pro- 
perly a Monarchy, and x nds the foundation of the ſimilitude is deſtroy- 
ed. 2, That ſuppoſing it a Kingdom, - the Church Militant is ſpread inma- 
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zy earthly Kingdoms, and cannot well be ordered like one particular K ing- 
dom. J. That the Church of England «under one Supreme UOVernour, our G ra 
cious Soveraren, hath, beſides the Law-Book of the Scripture, viſible Magiſtrates 
and Judzes, Arch-Biſhops and Biſhops to govern the Church in lrath and 
Peace. &4- That as in particular Kyngdoms there are ſome affairs of greateſt 
Conſequence as concerning the Statute Laws, which cannot be determined but 
in Parliament ; fo in the Church, the making ſuch Canons which muſt bind gl 
Chriſtians, muſt belong to a free and lawful Gexeral Conmeil, Thus I hay 
laid together the ſubſtance of his Lordihips Anſwer, that the dependence 
and connexion of things may be better perceived by the intelligent 
Reader. 

We come now therefore to the firſt Anlwer, As to which his Lordſhip 
faith, Ir z nor certain that the whole Church Militant is a Kyngdom : for they 
are no m:an ones which think, our Saviour Chriſt left the Charch-Militant ia 
the hands of the Apoſtles, and their Succeſſors, tz an Ariſtocratical, or rather 
a mixt Government ; and that the Church is not Monarchical, otherwiſe than 
the Triumphant and Militant make one body under Chriſt the Head, Azxd in 
this ſenſe indeed, and in this oaly the Church is a moſt abſolute Kjngdom. And 
the very expreſſing of this ſenſe, is a full Anſiver to all the places of Scripture, 
and other arguments brought by Bcllarmin to prove that the Churchis a Mo- 
narchy. But the Church being as large as the world, Chriſt thought fitteſt to 
govern it Ariſtocratically, by divers, rather than by one Vice-Roy. ud I be- 
lieve, faith he, this is true, For ſoit was governed for the firlt three hundred 
years, - and ſomewhat better ; the Biſhops of thoſe times carrying the whole bu- 
ſineſs of admitting any new conſecrated Biſhops or others to, or rejefling them 


from, their Communion. And this, his Lordſhip ſaith, He hath carefully ex- 


amined for the firſt ſix hundred years even to, and within, the time of S. Gre- 
gory the Great. Now tothis you anſwer. 1. That though A.C. nrgeth the 
argument in a ſimilitude of 4 K jngdom only, yet it is of force in any other kind 
of ſettled Government, as in a Common-wealth. But by this 4. C. ſcemsa 
great deal the wiſer man, for he knew what he did when he inſtanced in 
a Kznedom ; for he foreſaw that this only would tend to his purpoſe con- 
cerning the Popes Sypremacy ; but though there be the ſame neceſſity of 
ſome Supreme Power 1n a Common-wealth , yet that would do him no good 
at all, for all that could be inferred thence, would be the neceſſity of a 
General Conncil. And by this you may ſec, How little your ſimilitude will 
hold any other way than 4. C. put it. Therefore, 2. You anlwer, '/ hat the 
Government of the Church is not a pure, but a mixt Monarchy, 1. e, the Supreans 
Government of the Church is clearly Monarchical, you confeſs : yet Biſhops with- 
z 7 their reſpettive Dioceſes and Juriſdictions are ſpiritual Princes alſo, that is, 
chief” Paſtors and Governors of ſuch a part of the Church in therr own rioht. 
How far this latter is conſonant to your principles, I have already cxamin- 
ed, but the former is that we diſpute now, concerning the Sypreme Go- 
vernment of the Church, Whether that be 1ozarchical or no, and this is 
that which his Lordſhip denies ; and, for all that I ſee, we may continue 
to do ſo too, for any argument you bring to the contrary. 

Although you produce your {chiles in the next paragraph, 21x. 7 
ſince the Government of one iu chief, is by all Philoſophers acknowledged for the 
moſt perfett, What wonder is it that Chriſt our Saviour thogght it fitter 10 go- 
vern the Church by one Vice-Roy, than Ariſtocratically, or by many, as be 
would have it ? But, Are you ſure Chriſt asked the Philoſophers opinions, 
in eſtabliſhing a Government in the Church ? The Philoſophers judged truly 
that of all Forms of Civil Goverament, Monarchy was the beit, 7. e. moſt 
conducing to the exds of Civil Government : for the exce//ency of ſuch 
things muſt be meaſured by their reſpeQ to the £245. Now, if we 2Pply 
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this to the Church, we mult not meaſure it by ſuch exds, as we fagcy to our 
ſelves, or ſuch as are only the ends of meer Civil Societies ; but all muſt 
be conſidered with a reſpect to the chief deſj2z of him who firſt inſtituted 
a Church. And from thence we mult draw our Inferences, as to what 
may tend moſt to the Peace and Uxzty of it. Now it appearing to be the 
grcat defign of Chriſt, that mankind ſhould be — to eternal Happi- 
geſs, we cannot argue from hence, as to the neceflity of any manner of 
Government, unleſs oneof them hath in it ſelf a greater tendency to this 
than another hath. For in Civil Governments, the whole deſign of the 
Society, 1S the Civil Peace of it ; but 1t is otherwile in the Church, the main 
end of it, is to order things with the greateſt conveniency for a future 
life : Now this being the main end of this Society, and no manner of Go- 
vraiment having in it ſelf a greater tendeney to this than other ; It was in 
the power of the Lre//lator, to appoint what Goverment he pleaſed him- 
ſelf. But when we conſider that he intended this Chrrch of his ſhould be 
ſpread all over the world, and this to be his immediate errand he ſent his 
Apoſtles ugon, to preach to every creature, and to plant Churches in the moſt 
remote and diſtant places from each other ; we can have the leaſt ground 
to fancy he ſhould appoint an Univerſal Monarchy in his Churchof any Go- 
vernment whatſoever. For if we will take that boldneſs you put us up- 
on, to enquire, What form is fitteſt for a Society diſperſed into all parts of 
the world, and that are not bound, upon their being Chriſ#:axs, to live 
nearer Rome, than Mexico or Japan ; Could any one 1magine it would be, 
to appoint one Vice-Roy to ſuperintend his Church at ſuch a place as Rome 
is? Suppoſe all the Eaſt and Weft-Indies conſiſted of Chriſtian Churches, 
What advantage, in order to the Government of thoſe Churches, could the 
Pop-s Authority be? What Hereſies and Schi/ms might be among them be- 
fore his Holizeſs could be acquainted with them ? Theſe are therefore ve- 
ry ſlender and narrow. Conceptions —_— Chriſts Inſtitution of a 
Government over his Catholick Church, as though he ſhould only have re- 
gard to theſe few adjacent parts of Europe, without any reſpeX to the 
good of the whole Church. But ſince we ſee, Chrit deſigned ſucha Church 
which might be in moſt remote and diſtant places from each other, and 
yet at ſuch a diſtance might equally promote the main ends, wherefore 
they became Churches, it 1s very unreaſonable to think he ſhould appoint 
one //ice-Roy to be Head over them all. For which, let us ſuppoſe, that E- 
rope might be (as the Eaſterz Charches have been) over-run with the Turk- 
; Power, and only ſome few ſuffering Chri/t;ans left here, and the Pope 
much in the ſame condition with the Patriarch of Conſta;2tinople : But on 
the other ſide, that Chriſt:anity ſhould largely ſpread it ſelf in Chiza, and 
the Ea/* Indies, and the Chriſtian Church flouriſh in Americas, Could any 
Philoſopher think that fixing a Monarchy at Rome, or elſewhere, were the 
belt way to Govery the Catholick Church, which conſiſts of all theſe Chr:- 
ſtian Societies? For that 1s certainly the belt Government which is ſuited 
to all conditions of that Society, which it is intended for; now it is ap- 
parent the Chriſtian Church was intended to be ſo Catholick, that no one 
Vice-Roy can be ſuppoſed able to look to the Government of it. If Chriſt 
had intended meerly ſuch a Church which ſhould have conſiſted of ſuch 
perſons which lay here near about Rowe, and no others, the ſuppoſition 
of ſuch a Monarchy in the Church would not have been altogether ſo in- 
congruous { though liable to very many inconveniencies:) but when he 
intended his Religz0z for the univerſal good of the world, and that in all 
parts of it, without obliging them to live near each other, it 15 one of the 
moſt unreaſonable ſuppoſitions in the world, that he ſhould ſet up a 
Monarchical Government over his Catholick Church in ſuch a place as Rowe 
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is. Butnow, if we ſuppole only an Ariffocratical Government in the Church 
under Chriſt as the alone Supreme Head ; nothing can be more ſuitable tg 
the nature of rhe Church, or the large extent of it, than that is. For 
where-ever a Church is, there may be ÞB:ſhops to govern it, and other Ofi- 
cers of the Chrrch to over-ice the lefſer parts of it, and all joyn to promote 
the Peace and Unity of it, which they may with the more eaſe do, if 10 
one challenge to be Sypreme Head, ro whom belongs the chief care of th 
Church. For by this means they cannot with that power and authority 
redreſs abuſes, and preſerve the Churches Purity and Peace, which other- 
wiſe they might have done. So that conſidering barcly the nature of 
things, nothing ſeems more repugnant to the end tor which Chriſt inſtitu- 
ted a Catholick Church, than ſuch a Mozarchyas you imagine ; and nothing 
mo1e ſuitable than an Ari/tocracy ; conſidering that Chriſtian Churches may 
be much diſperſed abroad, and that where they are, they are incorporated 
into that Civil Society in which they live ( according tothe known ſaying 
of Optatus, Eccleſia eft in republica, &c.) and theretore ſuch a Monarchy 
would be unſuitable to the civil Governments in which thoſe Churches may 
be. For it were cafe to demonſtrate, that ſuch a Monarchy as you chat- 
lenge in the Church, 15 the moſt inconvenient Government for it, take the 
Church in what way, or ſenſe you pleaſe ; Whether, as to its own peace 
and order, or to its ſpreading into other Churches, or to the reſpeCt it muſt 
have to the Civil Government it lives under. And, it we would more 
largely enquire into theſe things, we might eaſily find, that thoſe which 
you Took on as the great ends, wherefore Chriſt ſhould inſtitute ſuch a 
Monarchical Government in his Church, are things unſuitable to the nature 
of a Chriſtian Church; and which Chriſt, as tar as we can judge, did never 
intend to take care, that they ſhould never be: whichare, freedom from 
all kind of Controverſies, and abſolute ſubmiſſion of Judgement to the de- 
crees of an Infallible Fudge. We no where find ſuch a ſtate of a Chriſtian 
Church deſcribed or promiſed, where men ſhall all be of one mind (only 
that peace and brotherly love be continued, is that, all Chriſtians are 
bound to; ) much leſs certainly, that this Unity ſhould. be by a ſubmiſſion 
of our underſtandings to an I»fallible Fudge, of whom we read nothing in 
that Book which perſwades us to be Chri/tians : and without which tree- 
dom of our under{tandings ( which this pretended Infallibility would de- 
prive us of ) we could never have been judicious and rational Chriſti 
AYSsS. 

But granting that wiſe men have thought Monarchy the beſt Government 
72 it ſelf; What is this to the proving, what Government Chriſt hath ap- 
pointed in his Church ? For that 1s the beſt Government for the Church, 
not which Ph:/c/ophers and Po/:ticians have thought beſt, but which our 
Saviour hath appointed in his Word. For he certainly knew belt, what 
would ſuit with the conveniences of his Church. And theſe are bold and - 
inſolent diſputes, wherein thoſe of your fide argue, That Chriſt mnſt have 
inſtituted a Monarchy in his Church, becauſe all Philoſophers hawe judged That 
the moſt perfett Government. T need not tell you what rheſe ſpeeches im- 
ply Chri/t to be, it he doth not follow the Philoſophers judgement. Wall 
you give him leave to judge what 1s firteſt for his Charch himſelf? or do 
you think he hath not wiſdom enough to do it, unlefs the Philoſophers in- 
itruQt him ? Let us thereforc appcal to his L-mws to ſee what Government 
he hath there appointed. And now T ſhall deal more cloſely with you. 
You tell me, thereriz Chriſt hath appointed this Monarchical Government. 
But I may be nearer your mind, when you will Anſwer me theſe follow- 
ing Queſtions. When, and where did any wiſe Legifator appoint a mat- 
ter of ſo vaſt concernment to the good of the Socrery, as the Supreme Co- 
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1wvernment of it, and expreſs no more of it in his Laws, than Chriſt hath 


done of this Monarchical Government of the Church ? Ts there not parti- 
cular care taken in all Laws about that, to expreſs the rig/:: of Soveraign- 
ty, to hinder C/urpations, to bind all to obedience, to determine the way 
of Succeſſion by deſcent or election? And hath Chri/# inſtituted a Donar- 
chy in his Church and faid nothing of all theſe things ? When the utmoſt 
you can pretend to, are ſome ambiguous places, which you mult have the 
power of Interpreting your ſc/ves, or they {ignifie nothing to your pur- 


ole. So that none of the Fathers, or the Primitive Church for ſeveral 


Centuries, could find out ſuch myſteries in ſuper hanc Perram, dabo tibi 
Claves, and paſce oves, as you have done. If ſuch a Monarchy had been ap- 
pointed in the Church, what ſhould we have had more frequent mention 
of in the Records of the Charch, than of this ? Where do we meet with 
any Hiſtories that write the attairs of Kzzedoms for ſome hundreds of 
years, and never mention any Royal Acts of the Kzzgs of them ? If S. Peters 
being at Rowe had ſetled the Aozarchy of the Church there, what more 
famous aft could have been mentioned in all A4tiqazty than that ? What 
notice would have been taken by other Churches of him whom he had 
left his Succeſſor 2 What addreſſes would have been made to him by 
the Biſhops of other Churches? What teſtimonies of obedience and ſub- 
miſſion ; what appeals and reſort thither ? And it is wonderful ſtrange 
that the Hiſtories of the Church ſhould be ſilent in theſe grand Affairs, 
when they report many minute things even during the hotteſt times of 

erſecution. Did the Chriſtians conſpire together in thoſe times not to 
fer their Pang know, Who had the Sypream Government of the Church 
then ? Or were they atraid the Heathen Emperors ſhould be jealous of the 
Popes, if they had underſtood their great Authority ? But then methinks 


* they ſhould have carried it however among themſelves with all reverence 


and ſubmiſſion to the Pope, and riot openly oppoſe him affoon as ever he 
began to exerciſe any Authority, as in the caſe of Yi&or and the Aſian Bi- 
hops. But of all things, it ſeems molt ſtrange and unaccountable to me, 
that Chriſt ſhould have inſtituted ſuch a Mexerchy in his Chyrch, and none 
of the Apoſtles mention any thing of it in any of the Ep;Fles which they 
writ, in which are ſeveral things concerning the Peace and Government of 
the Church : nay, when there were Schi/-s and diviſions in the Church, 
and that on the account of their Teachers, among whom Cephas was one 
(by that very name on which Chriſt ſaid he would build his Church) and yet 
no mention of reſpe& more to h/,, rhan to any other : no intimation of 
what power St. Peter had for the Government of the Church, as the Head 
and Mozarch of it : no references at all made to him by any of the divided 
parties of the Church at that time : no mention at all of any ſuch power 
given him in the Epiff/es written by him, bur he writes juſt as any other 
Apoſtle did, with great expreſſions of humility ; and, as if he foreſaw what 
Uſurpations would be in the Church, he forbids any Lordizg it over Gods 
heritage, and calls Chriſt the chief Paſtor of the Church. And this he doth 
in an Epiſtle not writ to the Carholick Church, which had been moſt proper 
for him if Head of the Church, but only to the diſperſed Fews 1n ſome par- 
ticular Provinces. Can any one then imagine he ſhould be Abad of 
the Church, and no a&t of his, as ſuch, recordedat all of him ; but carrying 
bimſelf with all humility , not fixing himſelf as Head of the Charch in any 
Chair, but going'up and down from one place to another, as the reſt of the 
Apoſtles for promoting the Goſpel of Chrif#? To conclude all; Is it poſſi- 
ble to conceive there ſhould be a Mozarch appointed by Chrift in the 
Church, and yet the Apoſtle when he reckons up thoſe offices which Chri/# 


had ſet in the Church, ſpeak not one word of him ? he mentions Apoſtes, 
: Prophets, 
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Prophets, Evangeliſts, Paſtors and Teachers ; but the chief of all is omi:. 
red, and he to whom the care of all the reſt is commuted ; and in who; 
Authority the welfare, peace, and unity of the C/urch 1s ſecured, + Theſs 
things to me ſeem {o incredible, that till you have fatished my mind in 
theſe Qrneſtions, T mult needs judge this pretended 37oarchy in the Church 
to be one of the greateſt Fremcpts ever were 1n the Chrittian worlkl. And 
thus I have at large conſidered your Argument trom Rea/oz, Why there 
ſhould be ſuch a Monarchy in the Church ; which I have the rather done, 
becaule it is one of the great things in diſpute between us, and becauſe 
the molt plauſible Argument brought for it, 15, 1 he neceſſity of it in order to 
the Churches peace, which A10archy being the beſt of Governments would 
the molt tend to promote. To rcturn now to his Lordſhip, 

He brings an evidence out of Antiquity againlt the acknowledgement 
of any ſich Monarchy in the Church from the literx communicatoriz hich 


certified from one great Patriarch to awother, Who were fit or unfit to be admsit- 


ted to their Communion, upon any octaſion of repairing from one See to another, 
Aad theſe were ſent mutually, and as freely inthe ſame manner from Rome to 
the other Patriarchs, as from them io it. Ont of which ( daith Iis Lordſhip) 
I think this will follow moſt direftly, that the Church-Government thea was 
Ariſtocratical. For had the Biſhop of Rome been then acconnted ſole Monarch 
of the Church, and been put into the definition of the Church ( as he is now by 
Bellarmin) af theſe communicatory Letters fhould have been direted from 
him to the reft, as whoſe admittance ought to be a rule for all to communicate 
but not from others to him, at leaſt not in that even equal brotherly way, as 
now they appear to be written. Tor it is no way probable the Biſhops of Rome 
which even then: ſought their own greatneſs toa much, would have ſubmitted to 
the other Patriarchs voluntarily, had not the very courſe of the Church put it 
pon them, To this you Atrilwer, That theſe literx communicatorix ao 
rather prove our aſſertion, being ordained by SIXtUS 1. i favour of ſuch Biſhops 
as were called to Rome, .or otherwiſe forced to repair thither ; to the end they 
might without Scruple , be received into their own Dioceſe. at their return : 
kaving alſo decreed, that without ſuch letters communicatory, none in ſuch caſe 
ſhould be admitted. But that theſe ktters ſhould be ſent from other Biſhops to 
Rome 72 ſuch aneven, equal, and brotherly way, you ſav, is one of his Lord. 
(hips Chimera's. But this difference, or inequality you pretend to be in them ; 
that thoſe to the Pope were meerly Teſtimonial ; thoſe from him were Manadato- 
ry, witzeſs (ay you) the cafe of St. Athanaſius and oth'r Bihops reflored by 
the Popes communicatory letters. But ſuppoſing them equal, you ſay, it only 
ſhewed the Popes humility : and ought to be no prejuatce to his juſt authority, 
and his rizht and power to do otherwiſe if he ſaw carſe. But all this depends 
upon a meer hction , viz. That thiſe communicatory letters were ordained 
by Sixtus 1. in favonr of ſuch Biſhops as were call: d to Rome, tha which no. 
thins can be more improbable, Putl do not lay, that this is a Chimera of your 
own Brains, for you follow Barozizs in it : tor which he produceth no 
other evidence, but the Author of the /ives of the Popes - but Brnizes adds 
that which ſeems to have been the firſt ground of it, which is the ſecond 
decretal Epiſtle of Sixtus 1. in which that Decree 1s extant : But whoſo- 
ever conſiders the notorious torgery of thoſe decrers/ Epiſtles (as will be 
more manifeſted where you contend tor thern ) on which account they are 
ſlighted by Card. Perroz, and in many places by Þ.1r07zauc himſelf, will find 
little cauſe to triumph in this Epiſtle of S:x:#51. And whoever reflects 
on the ſtate of thoſe times in which Sx: lived, will find it improbable 
enough, that the Pope ſhould take to himſclt ſo much Authority to ſum- 
mon Biſhops to him, and to order that none ſhould be admitted withour 


Communicatory letters from him. It 1s not here a place to enquire into the 
ſeveral 
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ſeveral ſorts of thole /ztrers which paſſed among the Biſhops of the Primi- 
. tive Church, whether the Canonical, Pacifical, Eccleſtaftical, and Commsnica- 
tory, were all one ; and what difference there was between the Communica- 
tory letters granted to Travellers, in order to their Communion with 
foreign Churches, and thoſe /errers which were ſent from one Patriarch to 
another. But this 1s ſufficiently evident, that thoſe /ezrers which were 
the teſſera hoſpitalitatis, as 1 ertullian calls it, the Paſs-port for Communion 
in foreign Churches, had no more reſpect to the B;hop of Rome, than to 
any other Catholick Biſhop. Therefore the Corncil of Antioch paſſeth two 
Canons concerning them ; one, 7 hat no I raveller ſhould be recerved without 
them ; another, 4 hat none but Biſhops ſhould give them. And that all Bi- 
{hops did equally grant them to all places, appears by that paſſage in St. 4#- 
fin, 1n his Epiitle to Erſebirzs and the other Dozatiſts, relating the con- 
ference he had with Fortunins a Biſhop of that party ; wherein St. Auſtin 
asked him, Whether hz conld give communicatory letters whither he pleaſed ? 
or by that means it might be eaſily determined whether he had communion with 
the whole Catholick Church, or no. From whence it follows, that any Ca- 
rholick Biſhop might without any reſpett to the Biſhop of Rome grant Com- 
mnunicatory letters to all foreign Churches. And the enjoying of thar 
Communion which was conſequent upon theſe /ezters, 1s all that Oprarus 
means in thit known ſaying of his, that they had Communion with Sr-- 
cins at Rome, commercio formatarum , by the uſe of theſe communicatory 
letters. But beiides theſe, rhere were other letters, which every Patriarch 
ſent to the reſt upon his firſt inſtallment, which were calPd their Synodical 
Eviftles, and theſe contained the profeſſion of their Faith ; and the anſwers 
to them did denote. their Communion with them. Since therefore theſe 
were ſent to all the Parriarchs indifferently, and not barely to the Biſhop 
of Rome; there appears no difference at all in the letters {ent to or from 
him and the other Patriarchs on this occaſion. As for your inftance of 
the Popes reſtoring Athanaſius, I have ſufficiently anſwered it already ; 
and if the Popes letter were never ſo Mandatory (as it wasnot) yet we 'A 
it took no effe&t among the Eaſtern Biſhops : and therefore they were of 
his Lordſhips mind, That the Government of the Church was not Monarchi- 
cal, but Ariſtocratical. T did expe&t here to have met with the pretended 
Epiſtle of Atticrs of Conftantinovle about the manner of making formed 
letters, wherein one nt 1s ſaid to be for the honour of St. Peter ; but ſince 
= paſs it over, on this occaſion, I hope you are convinced of the Forgery 
Or It. 

In the beginning of your next Chapter ( which becauſe of the coherence 
of the matter I handle with this ) you find great fault with his Lordſhip 
for a Marginal citation out of Gerlon, becauſe he ſuppoſeth that Gerſons judge- 
ment was, that the Church might continue without a Monarchical head, be- 
cauſe he mrit a Trad de Auteribilitate Papz ; whereas, you ſay, Gerſons 
arift is only to ſhew how many ſeveral ways the Pope may be taken away, that 
is, deprived of his office, and ceaſe to be Pope as to his own perſon, ſo that the 
Church, pro tempore, till another be choſen (hall be withont her viſible Head. 
But although the truth of what his Lordſhip proves, doth not at all de- 
pend upon this Teſtimony of Gerſoz, which was only a Marginal citation ; 
yet ſince you ſo boldly accuſe him for a fa/ſe allegation, we muſt further 
examine how pertinent this Teſtimony is to that which his Lordſhip 
brought it for. The ſentence to which this Citation of Gerſoz refers, is 
this. For they are 20 mean ones, who think our Sxviour Chriſt left the Church- 
militant in the hands of the Apoſtles, and their Succeſſors, in an Ariſtocrati- 
cal, or rather a mixt Government ; and that the Church ts not Monarchical. 
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Head, Over againſt theſe words, that Tract of Gerſon de Auferibilitate 
Pape is Cited. If therefore ſo much be contained 1in that Book as makes 
good this, which his Lordſhip ſays; he is not ſo much guilty of falſe 
aliedging Ger/9-, as you are of tallly accuſing him. To make this clear, 
we mult conſider what Ger/ozs deſign was in writing that Book, and what 
his opinion therein is concerning the Churches Government, It is well 
known, that his Book was written upon the occaſion of the Council of 
Conſtance in the time of the great Sch1/-2 between the three Popes ; and 
that the deſign of it, is, to make it appear that it was in the power of the 
Council to depoſe the Popes, and ſuſpend them from all Jar;/a:iroz in the 
Church. Therefore, he faith, 7 hat rhe Pope may not only loſe his office by 
woluntary ceſſion ; but that in maxy caſes he may be deprived by the Church, or 
by a General Council repreſenting the Church, whether he conſent to it Or wo: 
Nay, in the next be rar. he ſaith, {hat he may be deprived by a Ge- 
arral Council which is celebrated without his conſent or againſt his will ; And, 
in the following conſideration adds, '/ hat rhis may be done not only decla- 
ratively, but juridically ; the Queſtion now comes to this, Whether a per- 
ſon who aſſerts theſe things, doth believe the Government of the Militant 
Church to be Monarchical, and not rather Ariſtocratical and mixt Govern- 
»ent? And I dare appeal ro any mans reaſon, whether that may be ac- 
counted a Moxarchical Government, where he that is Supreme may be de- 
poſed and deprived of his office in a Juridical manxer, by a Sexatethat hath 
Authority to do theſe things ? For it is apparent, the Supreme power lyes in 
the Sexaxte and not the Prixce, and that the Prince is only a Miniſterial Head 
under them. And this is plainly Ger/ozs opinion as to the Church; al- 
though therefore he may allow the ſupreme 24:n:/terial Authority to be in 
the Pope, (which is all your Citations prove) yet the radica/and intrinſe- 
cal power lyes in the Church, which being repreſented in a Gezeral Council, 
may depoſe the Pope from his Authority in the Church. And the truth is, 
this opinion of Ger/oz makes the Fundamental power of the Church to be 
Democratical, and -that the Supreme Exerciſe 1s by Repreſentatives in a Gene- 
ral Coancit, and that the Pope at the higheſt, is but a Miniſterial and ac- 
countable - oy And therefore Spalaterſis truly obſerves, That this opini- 
on of Gerſon ( which is the ſame with that of the Paris Drvines, of which 
he ſpeaks) doth only in words attribute ſupreme Eccleſtaſtical juriſdittion 
to the Pope, but in reality it takes it quite away from him, And this is the 
ſame Dodrine which then prevailed in the Conxcrl of Conſtance, and after- 
wards at Baſi/, as may be ſeen at large in their Sybaical Epiſtle, defended 
by Richerins, Vigorius, and others. Now let any man of reaſon judge, 
whether, notwithſtanding your charge of falſe citat;0n, { from ſome expreſ- 
ſions intimating only a Miniſterial Headjhip) his Lordſhip did not very 
pertinently cite this Tract of Gerſons, to prove that no mean perſons did 
think the Church Militant , not to be Governea by a Monarchical, but by an 
Ariſtocratical or mixt Government ? 

But no ſooner is this marginal citation cleared, but the charge is renew- 
ed about another, zz. St. Hierom; yer here you dare not charge his 
Lordſhip with a falſe allegation, but you are put to your ſhitts to get off 
this Teſtimony as well as you can. For, St. {rom ſaying exprelly 1n his 
Epiſtle to Evagrins, Uhicunque fuerit Epiſcopus, ive Rome, five Enoubii, frue 
Conſt antinopols, ſive Rhegit, exc. ejuſdem meriti eſt, tjuſdems eft & ſacerdottt;, 
his Lordſhip might well infer, '[hat dowbriiſs he thouoht not of the Rowan 
Biſhops Monarchy. For what Biſhop, faith he, is of the ſame merit or the 


ſame aegree in the Prieſthood with the Pope, as things are now carried at Rome ? 


To this you Anſwer, That he ſpeaks not of the Pope, as he is Pope, or in reſpect 
of that eminent Authority, which b:loags to him as vt. Peters Succeſſor, 
but 
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but only compares him with another private Biſhop, in reſpect of meer charatter 
or power of a Biſhop, as Biſhop oaly. But though this be all which any of 
your party ever ſince the Reformation have been able to Anſwer to this 
place ; yet nothing looks more like a meer ſþ;f+ than this doth. For 
had St. Hierrom only compared thele Biſhops together 1n regard of their 
order, was not Sacerdotium: enough to expreſs that by ? if St. Hierom had 
fid only, that all Biſhops are «ſic ſac: r40t//, there might have been 
ſome plauſible pretence for this diſtinction ; but when he adds ejuſders 
2&1ti too, he wholly precludes the poſſibility of your evading that way. 
For, What doth »-cr:t here {tand for as diſtinct from Prieſthood, if it im- 
ports not ſomething beſides what belongs to Biſhops as Biſhops ? What can 
merit here fignihe, but ſome greater Power, Authority, and Juriſdiition 
given by Chr//' to one Biſhop above another ? S. Hierom was not fo ſen{lels, 
as not to ſee that i'e Biſhops of Rome, Conſtantinople, and Alexandria, had 
greater Au:107ity, and larger Juriſdiction in the Church, than the petty 
Bithops of Eug::"\um, Rheniaum, and T anis; butall this he knew well cnopgh 
came by the cuſto a of the Church, that one Biſhop ſhould have larger po- 
wer in tÞ:> Church than another. But (faith he) it you come to urge us 
with wl:7t >1ght to be practiſed in the Church, then, faith he, Orbis major 
eſt Urbe, £15 no one City, as that of Rowe (which he particularly in- 
ſanceth in ) which can preſcribe to the whole world ; For (faith he) al 
Biſhops are of equal merit, ana the ſame Prieſthood, whereſoever they are, whe- 
ther at Rome or elſewhere. So that it is plain to all, but ſuch as wilfully 
blind themſelves, that St. Hierom ſpeaks not of that, which you call, zhe 
Charafter of Biſhops, but of the Authority of them ; for that very word he 
uſeth immediately before, S/ authoritas queritur, orbis major eft urbe, And 
where do you ever find wer:t applyed' to the Biſhops. Charafer ? They 
who ſay, It is underſtood of the merit of good life, make St. Hierom ſpeak 
non-ſenſe. Forare all Biſhops of the ſame merit of good life ? But we need 


not go out of Rome for the proper importance of merix here. For in the coucit. rom.z, 


third Roman Synod under Symmachus, that very word is uſed concerning / 


Authority and Principality in the Church; «ws ſedi primum Petri Apoſtols 
meritum ſive p—_—_— deinde Conctliorum veneranaorum axthoritas, &C. 
where Binins confeſſeth an account is given of the S$ypremacy of the Biſhop 
of Rome, the firſt ground of which is St. Peters merit or principality ; appl 

now but this ſenſe to S. Hierom, and he may be very caſily underſtood, All 
Biſbops are ejnſdens meriti ſive principatus, of. the ſame merit,. Dignity or Au- 
thority in the Church. But you lay, he ſpeaks not of the Pope, as he is Pope : good 
reaſon for it, for St. Hierom knew no ſuch Supremacy in the Pope, as henow 
challengeth. And can you think, if St. Hierom had believed ſuch an 
authority in the Pope as you do, he would ever have uſed ſuch words as 
theſe arc, to compare him with the = Biſhop of Azobio in Merit and 
Priefthood ? I cannot perſwade my elf you can think ſo, only ſomething 
muſt be ſaid for the cauſe you have undertaken to defend. And ſince 
Bellarmin, and ſuch great men, had gone before you, you could nor be- 
lieve there were any ablurdity in ſaying as they did. Still you ſay, He 
doth not ſpeak of that Authority which belongs to the Biſhop of Rome, 1s $. Pe- 
ter”s Succeſſor, But if you would but read a little further, you might ſee 


that S. Hrerom ſpeaks of all Bjhops, whether at Rome, or. Euaubinm, &C. 


as equally the Apoſtles Succeſſors : For, it is neither (laith he) riches or poverty 
which makes Biſhops higher or lower. Ceterum omnes Apoſtolorum ſucceſſores 
ſunt ; but they are all the Apoſtles Succeſſors ; therefore he ſpeaks;-of 
them with relation to that Authority which they derived from the 4pg/?les. 
And never had there been greater neceſſity for him to ſpeak of the Poves 


ſucceedins S. Peter in the Supremacy over the Church than here, if he had 
Kkk 2 known 


ub Symmacho- 
To. 3+ Þ» 68 8, 
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known any ſuch thing, but he mult be excuſed, he was ignorant of it, No, 
that he could not be (lay you again ) for he ſpeaks of it elſewhere, and there- 
fore he muſt be ſo underſtood there, as that he mither contradift nor condemn 
himſclf; But if the Epiſtle to Damaſus be all your evidence for it, a ſuf- 
ficient account hath been given of that already : therefore you add mare, 
and bid us go find them out, to ſee, Whether they make for the purpoſe or 
no. I am ſure your f7/# doth not out of his Commentary on the x3 Pſalm, 
becauſe it only ſpeaks of S. Peters being Head of the Church, and not of 
the Popes,” and that may import only dzgnity and preheminence, without au- 
thority and juriſdiction : beſides, that Commentary on the Pſalms is rejeted 
as ſpurious by Eraſmus, Sixtus Sexenſis, and many others among your 
ſelves. Your ſecond, ad Demertriadem Virginem, 1s much leſs to your pur- 
poſe ; for that only ſpeaks of Innocentius coming after Anſtaſivs at Rome, 
giui Apoſtolice Cathedre & ſupradicth virt ſucceſſor &+ filins eft, Who ſucceeded 
him in the Apoſtolical Chair ; But, Do you not know that there were many 
Apoſtolical Chairs beſides that of Rome, and had every one of them ſu- 
prethe authority over the Church of God * What that ſhould be on the 
16 of S. Matthew, I cannot imagine, unleſs 1t be that S. Petey is called Priz- 
ceps Apoſtolorum, which honour we deny him not, or that he faith, /Eaifi- 
cabo Eculeſiam meam ſuper te : But how theſe things concern the Popes 
Authority, unleſs you had further _—_ us, I cannot . underſtand, 
That ep. 54. ad Marcefiam, is of the fame nature with the laſt, for the 
wards which I ſuppoſe you mean, are, Pezr:s ſuper quem Dominus fundavit 
Eccleſiam ; and if you ſee, what Eraſmus laith upon that place, you will 
have little cauſe to boaſt much of it. Your laſt place is, /. r. Cont. Lucifer, 
which I ſuppoſe to be that commonly cited thence ; Eccleſiz ſalvs in ſummst 
Scerdotis dignitate pendet ; but there even Marianus Vidtorius wil tell 
you, it is underſtood of every ordizary Biſhop. Thus I have taken the 

ains to ſearch thoſe places you nakedly refer us to 1nS. Hierom, and find 

1m far enough from the leaſt danger of contradicting or condemning him- 
ſelf, astoany thing which is here ſpoken by him. So that we ſee S. Hrerom 
remains a ſufficient teſtimony againſt the Popes Monarchical Government of 
the Church. 

His Lordſhip further argues againſt this Mozarchy in the Church from the 
great and andoubted Rule given by Optatus ; that whereſoever there is a 
Church, there the Church is iz the Common-wealth , and not the Common- 
wealth in the Church. And ſo alſo the Church was in the Roman Empire. Now 
from this pround (faith his Lordfhip) I argue thus. If the Church be within 
the Empire, cr other Kjnedom, "tis impoſſible the Government of the Church 
ſhould be Monarchical. For no Emperour or Kijng will endure another Kzng 
within his Dominion, that ſhall be greater than himſelf, ſince the very enduring 
it makes him that endures it upon the matter no Monarch, Your anſwer 
to this, 15, T hat theſe two Kingapms are of different natures, the one ſpiritual, 
the Other temporal : "the one extrerſed oxly in ſuch lhinds 4s concern the wor- 
ſhip of Gad, and the Eternal Saluation of ſouls ; ts other in affairs that con- 
cern this world only, Surely you would perſivade us, wehad never heard of, 
mucl leſs read Bellarmix's fifrb Book de Pontifice, about the Popes Tempo- 
rl Power, which was fain to get licence for the other four to pals at Rome 
and although he minces the matter as much as may be, and much more 


than Baronius and' others did, who pleaded downright for the Popes Tem- 


poral Power ; yet he muſt be a very weak Prixce, who doth not ſec how far 
that zzdireft and reduttive power, may extend, when the Pope himſelf is to 
be Judge, What comes under it, and what not. And, What may not 
come under it, when depoſing of Princes ſhall be reduced under that you call 
The Worſhip of God ? and abſolving ſubjedts from ther obedience, tend to pro- 

mote 
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mote their Eternal Salvation ? But if the Pope may be Judee, What term 

oral things are in ordine ad ſpiritualia, and bring them under his power 
in that reſpet, Why may not the Prizce be Judge what ſpiritual things are 
in ordine ad temporalia , and uſe his power over them in that reſpet too ? 
But in the mean time, Is not a Kzzedoms like to be at peace then ? If the 
Pope challenged no other authority but what Chriſt or the Apoſtles had, his 
Government might be admitted, as well as that authority which they had ; 
but, What doyou think of us the meanwhile, when you would perſwade 
us, that the Popes Power 1s ho other than what Chri/? or the Apoſtles had ? 
you mult certainly think us ſuch perſons 2s the Moon hath wrought particu- 
larly upon, as you after very civilly ſpeak concerning his Lordſhip. Your 
inſtance {rom the K7ngs of France and Spain, his Lordſhip had ſufficiently 
anſwered, by telling you, T hat he that i not blind may ſee if he will, of what 
little value the Popes Power is in thoſe Kznedoms, further than to ſerve their 
own turns of him, which they do to their great advantage. And when you 
would have this to be «pox the account of Faith and Conſcience, Let the Pope 


excrciſe his power apparently againſt their Iztereff, and then ſee, on what . 


account they proteſs obedience to him. But, as long as they can manage 
ſuch pretences for their advantage, and admit ſo much of it, and no more, 
they may very well endure it, and his Lordſhip be far enough from contra- 
diting himſelf, When you would urge the ſame inconvenience againſt the 
Ariſtocratical Government of the Church, you ſuppoſe that Ariſtocratical Go- 
verument wholly Independent on, and not ſubordinate to, the C:ivz/ Go- 
vernment ; whereas his Lordſhip and the Church of Enzland aſſert the 
Kings Supremacy in Government over all, both perſons and cauſes Eccleſtaſtical - 
And therefore this nothing concernsus. And if from what hath gone be- 
fore, it muſt, as you ſay, remain therefore fully proved, that the external Go> 
vernment of the Church on earth is Monarchical ; Tt may for all that I lee, re- 
main as fully proved, that you are now the man who enjoy this Mozar- 
chical Power over the Church. And whatever you ſtile the Pope, Whether 
the Deputy, or Vicar General of Chriſt, or Servus ſervorum, Or o_ you will; 
it 15 all one to us as long as we know his meaning, whatever fair words you 
oive him. Asthough men would take it one jot the better to have one 
uſurp and Tyrannize over them, becauſe he doth not call himſelf Kzzg or 
Prince, but their humble ſervant, Is 1t not by ſo much the greater Tyranny ? 
to have ſuch kind of Eccleſiaftical Saturnalia, when the ſerves ſervorum muſt, 
under that name, zyramnze over the whole world ? 

We have already at large ſhewed, How deſtructive this pretended Su- 
premacy is to that Government of the Church by Biſhops, which, his Lord- 
ſhip proves from: the ancient Canons and Fathers of the Church, doth of right 
belong to them, viz. from ſeveral Canons of the Councils of Antioch azd Nice, 
and the teſtimonies of S. Auguſtine ad 8. Cyprian, To all this you only 
ſay , That you allow the Biſhops their portion in the Government of Chriſts 
Flock : But it is but a very ſmall portion of what belongs to them, if all 
their Turi/aidtioa mult be derived from the Pope ; which I have ſhewed be- 
fore to be the moſt current Opinion in your Church ; AndI dare ſay, you 
will not diſpute the contrary. His Lordſhip was well enough aware, to what 
purpoſe Bellarmine acknowledged that the Govermment of the Church was 
ever in the Biſhops ; for he himſelf ſaith, It was to exclude terporal Prin- 
ces ; but then he deſires A. C. to take notice of that, when Secular Princes are 
to be excluded, ther it ſhall be pretended, that Biſhops have power to govern : 
but when it comes to ſharing ſtakes between them and the Pope, then hand off”; 
they have nothing to do any further than the Pope gives them leave. 
What follows concerning the impoſſibility of a right executing of this 


Monarchy in the Church hath been already diſcourſed of, and you an uy no- 
thing 
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thingat all to it that hathany face of pertinency ; for when you ſay, it will 
hold as well againſt the Ari/focratical Form I have plainly enough ſhewed 

you. the contrary. 
That which tollows about the deſign of an Univerſal Monarchy in the 
State, as well as the Chrch ; about Pops Innocent's making the Pope to be 
the $1n, and the Emperour the Moon, the Spaniſh Friers two Scutchions, Cam- 
panella's Eclogue, ſince you will not ſtand to. defend them, I ſhall willing. 
ly paſs them over. But what concerns the Supremacy of the Civil Power, 
i5 more to our purpoſe, and muſt be conſidered. His Lordſhip therefore 
ſaith, 7 hat every ſoul was tobe ſubject to the higher powers, Rom. 13.1. And 
the hicher Power there mentioned, is the Temporal. And the ancient Fathers 
come in with a full conſent, that every ſoul comprehenas all without exception : 
All ſpiritual men, even to the higheſt Biſhop, even in ſpiritual cauſes too, ſo the 
Foundations of Faith and good Manners be not ſhaken: Aud where they are 
ſhaken, there ought to be prayer and patience, there ought not to be oppoſition 
by force. Nay , Emperours and RKjngs are cuſtodes utrinſque Tabulx ; 
| hey to whoms the cuſtody and preſervation of both 1 ables of the Law, for wor- 
ſhip to God, and duty to man, are committed. A Book of the Law was by Gods 
own command in Moſes his time, to be given to the Kjnz, Deut. 17.18. Azd 
the Kings under the Law, but ſtill according toit, did proceed to neceſſary Re- 
formation tn Church-buſineſſes ; and therein commanded the very Prieſts them- 
ſelves, as appears in the Acts of Hezekiah and Joliah, who jet were never cen- 
ſured to this day for uſurping the High-Prieffs office. Nay, and the greateſt 
Emperours for the Churches honour, Theodofius the elder, and Juſtinian, axd 
Charles the Great, and divers others, did not only meddle ow and then, but 
enatt Laws to the preat ſettlement and encreafe of' Religion in their ſeveral 
times, Now to this again, you anſwer, That the civil and ſpiritual areboth 
abſolute and independent powers, though each in their proper Orb, the one in 
ſpirituals, the other in temporals. But, What is thisto that which his Lord- 
ſhip proves, . That there can be no ſuch abſolute independent ſpiritual power ; 
both becanſe all are bound toobey the Civil Power, and becauſe the Civil Power 
hath a right to medale in Eccleſiaſtical matters ? And, though you expreſs 
never ſo much honour to civil authority, yet ſtill you limit it go the adni- 
niſtration meerly of civil affairs ; and how far that is, 1s well enough 
known. You tell us plainly, 7hat rt doth not belong to the Emperor to or- 
aer the affairs of the Charch ; But why do you not anſwer the Reaſons and 
Inſtances which his Lordſhip brings to the contrary ? Yer you yield, That 
in caſe of notorious and proſs abuſes, manifeſtly contrary to Religion, and con- 
atved at by the Paſtors of the Church, Chriſtian Princes may lawfully and pi- 
oufly nſe their Authority, tn procuring the ſaid abuſes to be effectually redreſſed 
by the ſaid Paſtors, as the examples of Ezekias and Jolias prove. Butin caſe 
the Hizh-Prieſt would not have yielded to ſuch a reformation, Might not 
thoſe Priaces, by the aſſiſtance of other Prieſts, have effected it ? This is 
the caſe you were to ſpeak to: For whereas you fly out, and ſay, That Prim 
ces may not take the Prieſts office upon them ; Whom do you diſpute againſt 
in that ?. Not his Lordſhip certainly, nor any of the Church of Empland, 
who never ſaid they might, though they have becn moſt injuriouſly ca- 
lumniated, as though they did. That which we affert, is, That Prices 
may enact Laws concerning Religion, and reform abules in Divine Wor- 
(bip, but we do not ſay, they may take the Paſtoral office upon them ; and 
cheretore you ſay no more in that than we do our ſclves. But when you 
ſay, They may not reform Religion in the ſubſtance of it, T cannot well tell 
how to underſtand you. If you mean, not fo reform Religion, as to take 
away any of the /b/taxce, that is a Reformation ro purpole ; but 1t you 
bring it ad hyporheſin, we utterly deny that any of the ſubſtance of Relt- 
giop 
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gion was taken away upon our Charches Reformation : If you mean, not 
reform abuſes which go under the name of the /ab/tance of Religion, that 
will be to make the moſt unſufferable abuſes the moſt incurable. Bur, 
when you add, hat nothins muſt be enacted pertaining to Religion by their 
own Authority without yz Or contrary to the Prieſts conf. at ( the High- 
Prieſt,1 ſuppoſe you mean) ſhew us, Where the K7zes of 1/-a:l were bound, 
not to reform in caſe the High-Prieft did not conſent : and if you could do 
this, you mult prove ſuch a Hizgh-Prie/t now, and that Princes are bound 
to wait his leiſure for reforming abuſes in Re/rg/07, when his pretended 
Authority 1s upheld by maintaining them. As for your commendations of 
Pope Hildebrand, and Innocezt the Third, for very prudent men, and worthy 
Champions of your Church, wel.e, What prudence 1s with you, and what a 
worthy Church you have. But 1t is ſtill an excellent evaſion, That they 
ever endeavoured to ſubject the Emperour to themſelves in temporal matters ; 
no nor Alexander the Third neither , when he trod upon the Emperors 
neck ? But the proceedings of theſe Popes with the Emperors, as likewiſe 
Aarian 4. Lucius 3. and others, are ſo groſs, that it had been more for 
your Intereſt with Chriſtian Princes, todiſown them, than to go about to 
palliate them with ſuch frivolous diſtinctions, that his Under/tandino muſt 
be as blind as his Obedience, that doth not ſee thorough them. ' You are 
-much concerned, that his Lordſhip ſhould ſeem to give a laſh to thoſe 
mortified ſelf-denying men, the Jeſuits, in bidding them leave their pra- 
tHſing to advance the greatneſs of the Pope and Emperor ; for, Who could be- 
lieve they ſhould deprive themſelves of the riches and pleaſures of the world np- 
on ſuch deſigns ? Undoubtedly you are one of the number , for I never 
heard that any other Order among you, did ever give them halt ſo good 
words, but condemned them as much for their practiſing, as we do our 
ſelves. And, What holy men they are, and what excellent Caſuiſtical 
Divinity about both the riches and pleaſures of the world, if we did not 
otherwiſe know, the Myſteries of Jeſurtiſm would ſufficiently diſcover. To 
what his Lordſhip faith further, 7 hat there ts no neceſſity of one Supreme Li- 
wing Judge, to keep the Church in peace and unity, but that the ſeveral Biſhops 
ander their Soveraien Princes, are ſufficiens in order to it ; you only ſay, 
That he quotes Occham for ir. But, Doth he nothing elſe but quote Occham ? 
Why do you not anſwer to the thing, and not barely to Occhamz? You 
have very good reaſon for it ; for you have little to ſay to the thing it 
ſelf ; but for Occham, you have enough to tell him in his ear. 1. That he 
is in the Index of forbidden Books ; a good teſtimony tor the man's honeſty, 
2. That he ſided with the Emperor ; a crime beyond an Index Expurgato- 
Tis at Rome. 3. That if there were ſuch a Government as Occham ſuppoſes, 


all theſe Governours muſt be Infallible, or elſe there would be meer Anarchy ix | 


the Church : And, Why not as well in the State , without Izfallrbility 
there? You lay, For wart of this Infallibility, thoſe Countries where it is not 
acknowleaged, are in Schiſms : And we ſay, The pretence of this Inf/lib:1:- 
ty hath cauſed the greateſt of them. 4. You ſay, Occham ſpeaks only de pol- 
ſibili, of what might have been, if our Saviour had pleaſed ; but Occham lays, 
There 15no neceſſity there ſhould be one chief Governour under Chriſt, 
and we ſay, You can never prove that Chriſt hath appointed that rhere 
ſhall be one; and therefore this is more than diſputing a bare poſſi- 
bility. 

But now, as though all your beggings the Queſtion had been argu- 
ments, all your ſayings proofs, and all your proots demonſtrations, with 
as much authority asif you were zz Cathedra, you conclude ; Remain it 
therefore a ſettled Catholick Principle, that the Pope hath power over the whole 


Church of God ; But you leave out ſomething which {ſhould be, at the _- 
O 
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of it, among all thoſe who can believe things as ſtrongly without reaſon, as with 
it. And for the greater ſolemnity of the Sentence you give it in the words 
of the Oecnarenical Council at Florence : And I mult needs fay, You have 
fitted them very well, for that was juſt as much an Oecumenical Council, 
as the Pope is Oecumenical Paſtor - but, that neither the one nor the other is 


ſo, I have ſufficiently proved already, 
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Of the Council of Trezr. 


The Illevality of it manifeſted, firſt from the inſufficiency of the Rule it proceed.- 
ed by, arfferent from that of the firſt General Councils, ana from the Popes 
Preſidency in it. The matter of Risht concernins it, diſcuſſed. In what Ca. 
ſes Superiours may be excepted againſt as Parties. 1 he Pope juſtly excepted 
avainſt zs a Party, and therefore onzht not tobe Tudee. The Neceſſity of a 
Reformation in the Court of Rome, acknowledged by Roman Catholicks. 
{ he matter of fact enquired into, as to the Popes Preſidency in General Coun- 
ils. Hoſius did not preſide 1n the Nicene Council as the Popes Legat. 
The Pope had nothing to do in the ſecond General Council. Two Councils 
h1d at Conſtantinople, within two years ; theſe ſtrangely confounded. 'The 
miſtake made evident. S. Cyril ot Preſident in the third General Coun- 
crl as the Popes Legat. No ſufficient evidence of the Popes Preſidency in 
following Conncils. '[ he juſtneſs of the Exception againſt the place, mani- 
feſted ; and againſt the freedom of the Council from the Oath taken by the 
Biſhops to the Pope. 'T he formof that Oath in the time of the Council of 
Trent. Proreſtauts not condemned by General Councils, The Gre'ks and 
others unjuſtly excluded as Schiſmaticks. The exception from the ſmall 
number of Biſbops cleared and vindicated. A General Council is Antiqui- 
ty not ſo called from the Popes General Summons. In what ſenſe a General 
Council repreſents the whole Church. The waſt difference between the pro- 
ceedings in the Council of Nice, and that at Trent. The exception from 
the number of Italian Bifhops, juſtified. How far the Greek Church and the 
Patriarch Hieremias may be ſaid to condemn Proteſtants : with am account 
of the proceedings between them. 


Cr. Jos thus far conſidered the ſeveral grounds on which you lay the 
| charge of Sch//-: upon us, and ſhewed at large the weakneſs and 
inſufficiency of them, we ſhould now have proceeded to the laſt part of 

our task, but that the great Pa//ad:um of the preſent Rowan Church, viz. 

the Conncid of Trent, muſt be examined, to ſee whether it be 4.975, or no; 

whether it came from Heaz/e,, or was only the contrivance of ſome cun- 

Hiſt. Council ning Artificers. And the famous Biſhop of Biroxto in the Sermon made at 
ot Trexte 1» the opening the Council of Trent, hath given us ſome ground to conjeQure 
T17 its original by his comparing it ſo ominoully to the '/ r9jan-horſoe. Although 
therefore that the pretences may be high and great, that it was made 

Diviaa Palladis arte, the Spirit off God being aid to be preſent in it, and 
concurring with it , yet they who ſearch further will fad as much of 

Artifice in contriving, and deccit in the managing the one as the other. 

And although the Cardinal Palavicino uſes all his art, to bring this Simili- 

tude off, without refleting on the honour of the Conuecrt ; yet that Biſhop, 

who in that Sermon pleaded ſo much, That the Spirit of God wonld open the 

mouths of the Council, as he did once thoſe of Balaam and Caiaphas, was him- 


ſelf in this expreſſion an illuſtrious Inſtance of the truth of what he ſaid. 
| Yor 
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For he ſpake astrue in this, asif he had been High-Prieft hinſclf that year. 
But, as 1f you really believed your ſelf the truth of that Biſhops Doftrine, 
That whatever ſpirit was within them, yet being met in Council, the Sprrit of 
God would in{allibly inſpire them, you ſet your ſelf to a ſcrious vindication 
of the proceedings of that Conxc:l ; and not only fo, but triumph in ir, as 
that which will bring he cayſe to a ſpeedy Iſſue. And therefore we muſt 
particularly enquire into all the pretences you bring to juftifie the lawful- 
neſs and freedom of that Council ; but, to keep tothe Biſhops Metaphor, 


Accipe pune Danaiim Inſidias ; & crimine ab uno 
Diſce omnes. 


And when we have thorowly ſearched this great Engize of your Church, 
we ſhall have little reaſon to believe, that ever it fell from Heaven, His 
Lordſhip then having ſpoken of the uſefulneſs of free General Conniils, for ma- 
king ſome Laws which concern the whole Church ; His Adverſary thinks pre- 
ſently to give him a Chok-pear, by telling him, 7hat the Council of Trent 
was 4 Ueneral Council ; aud that had already judged the Proteſtants to hold 
errors, This you call, Lavins the Axe to the Root of the Tree ; that Tree, 
you mean, out of which the Popes Intallble Chair was cut : for the ma- 
nagement of this diſpute about the Conncil of Trent, will redound ver 
little to the honour of your Church or Cauſe. But you do well to add, 
That his Lordlhip was not taken unprovided : for he truly anſwered, That the 
Council of Trent was neither a Legal, nor a General Council, Both thefe we 
undertake to make good, 1n oppoſition to what you bring by way of an- 
{wer to his Lordſhips Exceptions to them. 

That which we begin with, 1s, That it was nota Legal Council, which 
his Lordſhip proves : Firlt, Becauſe that Council maintained publickly, that 
it us lawful for them to conclude any Controverſie, and make it to be de Fide, 
and ſo in your judaement fundamental, thouzh it have not a written word 
for its warrant ; nay, ſo much as a probable teſtimony from Scripture. The 
force of his Lordſhips argument I ſuppofe lies in this, that the Decrees of 
that Council cannot be ſuch as ſhould bind us to an aflent to them ; becauſe 
according to their own principles, thoſe Decrees may have no foundation 
in Scripture - And that the only legal proceeding in Gezeral Councils, 1s, 
to decree according to the Scriptures. Now to this you anſwer, That the 
meaninz of the Conncil , or Catholick Authors, is not , that the Council may 
make whatever they plexrſe matter of Faith, but only that which is expreſſed or 
involved in the Word of God written or umnrittex ; and this you confeſs, is 
defined by the Council of Trent, in theſe terms, that 1n matters of Faith we are 
to rely not orly upon Scripture, but alſo on 1 radition : which Doftrine (you 
fay ) is true, and that you have already proved it : And IT may as well fay, It 
is falſe, tor I havealready anſwered all your pretended proofs. Bur it is one 
thing, Whether the Doctrine be zz«e or no; and anorher, Whether the 
Conncil did proceed /:zally in defining things upon this principle. For 
upon your | pecong” you are bound to believe it true, becauſe the Cornci! 
hath defined it to beſo: But if you will undertake to juſtifie the proceed- 
ings of the Conc?! as /rgrl, you mult make it appear that this was the Rule 
which Gezere/ Councils have always acted by, in defining any thing to be 
matter of Faith. But if this appear to be falſe ; and that you cannot in- 
Nance in any true Gexeral Council, which did look on this as a ſufficient 
ground to proceed upon, then though the thing may, ſince that Decree, be 
believed as tre, yet that Conncr! did not proceed legally in defining upon 
luch grounds. Name us therefore, What Conrc//did ever offer to deter- 
mine a matter of Faith meerly upon Tradition? In the four firſt General 
Conncils it is well known , what —_— was given to the Scripture 
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in their definitions; and I hope you will not fay, That any thing they de- 
fined, had no other ground but 7r4d:r:0z. Bur luppoſe you could prove 
this, it is not enough for your purpoſe, unleſs you can make it appear, that 
thoſe Fathers in making ſuch Decrees, did acknowledge they had no 
ground in Scripture for them. For if you ſhould prove that really there 
was no foundation but Tradition, yet all that you can inter thence, is, 


| That thoſe Fathers were deceived in judging they had other grounds, 


when they had not. Burt Rtill, if they made Scrjpture their Rule, and 
looked on nothing elſe as a Foundation for their definitions b':t the written 
word of God, then the Council of Trent did not proceed /egally, in offering 
to define matters of Fairh, on ſuch grounds which were not acknowledg- 
ed by the Primitive Church, to be ſufficient Foundation tor ſuch Defini- 
tions. Cardinal Cuſanus at large gives an account of the method of pro- 
cecding in the Axcient General Councils, and therein tells us, not only rhat 
the Word of God was placed in the middle amons thoſe who ſate in Council, but 
gives this as the only Rule of their proceeding, quod ſecundum teſtimonia 
Scripturarum decrevit Synodus ; that they decreed according to the teſti- 
monies of Scripture. Now if another Couxci/ſhall go according to a dif- 
ferent Rule from what the Church hath eſteemed the only rrue and ade- 
quate Foundation for definition of Faith, that Council breaks the inviolable 
Laws of Councils, and therefore its proceedings cannot be /-gal. As for 
Inſtance ; Suppoſing a Par/iament not to have power to make new Laws, 
but to declare only what is Law, and what not (for that is all you pretend 


| to, as to Gereral Councils) and that all other former Parliaments have all 


along profeſſed this to be their Rule, viz. that they ſearch into the body of 
the Laws ; and if any thing be controverted, Whether it be a Law or no, 
they make a diligent ſearch into it, and examine all circumſtances con- 
cerning it, for their own ſatisfaQtion, and according to the evidence they 
find of its being contained in this body of Zaws, they declare themſelves : 
but many things growing much in «/c among a prevailing party, which have 
no colour of being in the writtex Laws, but yet tend much to the Iztereſt 
of that parry; and theſe being oppoſed by ſuch, who ſtand up for the an- 
cient and known Laws, the other are forced ro make uſe of as good an 
Expedient as they can, to preſerve their intereſt and credit together. To 
which end they pack her a company of ſuch, whoarc molt concerned 
to maintain the things in Qzeſtion, and among thelc, the great Innovator 
ſitsas Preſident among them, and ſuffers none to come there, but ſuch asare 
obliged by O«th to ſpeak nothing againſt his [ztcreft ; and theſe, when met 
together, ſecing how unable they are to manage their buſineſs according 
to former Precedents ; the firſt thing they do, 15 to declare, That cuſtoms 
and uſages have as much the force of Laws among them, as any contained in the 
body of them ; and having eſtabliſhed this their Rule, according to it they 
decree all the matters in ditfcrence, to be true and real Laws, Would any 
man ſay, That theſe men proceeded /e-2/;, who firſt make the Foundation 
they are to go on, contrary to all former Precedents, and then define ac- 


cording to that ? Yet this, in all parti. ulars, 1s exaftly the caſe of the 
Council of Trent ; but the laſt part is iÞ:r wwe are now about; that they . 
{hould, contrary tO the proceedings of ©'| 11 ;eral Conmuils 1n matters of 
Faith, firſt make their Ry, and then i! 11] men to all thoſe Decrees 
which are made according to it. Ard t «:: Ore, though the Council of 
Trent may be thought to act wcly in advan 119 / rad/10ns toan equality 
with Scripture in the firit place, yer he n. + !:ivea great deal of conti- 
dence, and little judgement, who ſay es, tht / «ce ng matters of Faith 
from Tradition, it ated 4gally ; rc. acct © 16 the rules of the un- 
doubted Gezeral Conncils, I cannot there !., whether you have 
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more of the one, or leſs of the other, when you tell us without offering to 


prove it, T hat the Council did not proceed in a different manner , from other 


lawful General Conncs whilſt ſhe grounded her definitions, partly on Seri- 
pture, part ly on Tradition, even in matters not aleducible by any particular or 
Logical Inference from Scripture. The ablurdity of which DoGtine in it 


ſelf, Thave at large diſcovered already in our diſcourſe of the Reſo/arion of 


Faith, where it is ſhewed in what ſenſe his Lordſhip fays, THe Apoſtolical 
Tradition is the Word of God; But that this was a legal way of proceeding 
in the Council of Trent, to define matters of Faith by ſuch Traditions as 
have no ground in Scripture , hid necd be better proved, than by your 
L1re Affirmation. And if that be a Tradition too, I am lure it is one that 

is neither contained in, nor deducible from, the Scripture, | 
2. His Lordſhip juſtly exccpts againſt the Conxcil of Trent, from the 
Popes ſitting as Prefident in it. For, ſaith he, 1s that Conncil legal, where 
the Pope the chief perſon to be reformed jball fat Preſident in it, and be chief” 
Tudge in his own cauſe aodinft all Law, Divine, Natural, and Humane ? To 
this you returnan Anſwer, both to the 114trer of Right, and the matter of 
Fad, To the matter of Rioht, you ſay, 1hat the Pope not being juſtly —_ 
ble of any crime, but ſuch as muſt involve, only the Conneil, but the whole 
Church «s well as himſelf, the Proteſtants ha Juſt cauſe to quarrel with the 
Popes preſtaing intt. [Vay, that it is conformable to all Law, Divine,Nutaral, 
and Humane, that the Head ſhould preſide over the members : and to give No- 
velliſts liberty to decline the Popes judgement, or the judgement of any other 
their lawful Superiors upon pretince of their being parties, ts in effett to ex- 
empt abſolutely ſuch people from all legal cenſure ; and to grant there is no ſaffi- 
cient means effeftually to govern the Church, Or condemn Hereſie, Schiſmn, and 
other offences againſt Religion, But 1s 1t not unan{werable on the other 
ſide, that this plea of Un makes it impoſſible, that the errors and cor 
ruptions Of a Church ould be reformed ,* in caſe the Goverzors of the 
Chirch do abett and maintain them ? If* you fay, That it # not poſſible the 
Governors of the Church (hould ao fo, we nave nothing but your bare word 
for it, and reaſon and experience manifeſt the contrary. In caſe then there 
be a vehement preſumption at leaſt, -in a 'conſiderable party of the Church, 
that the Church is much degenerated and 'needs reformation, but thoſe 
who call themſelves the lawtul S»periors of the Church utterly oppoſe it ; 
What is to be done in this caſe ? muſt the Church continue as it did, meer- 
ly becauſe the Sup:riors make themſelves parties ?- Nay, ſuppoſe that 
which you would call 1dolatry be in the Church, and the Pope and a Conpcil 
of his packing declare for it; muſt there be no endeavours of a Reformati- 
0, but by them who pronounce all Herericks who oppoſe them ? But you 
lay, The Head muſt preſide over the members : an excellent Argument to'de- 
fend all uſurparions both in Church and S:ate ! tor doubtleſs, they 'who 
are in power will call themſclves the Heads of all others, if that wilt ſecure 
them trom any danger. But this will exempt them from all legal cenſure : 
fo will your principles, all Goverzors of the Church though guilty of Here- 
fie, Blaſphersy, Tdolatry, or what crime ſoever. For fill, I hope, che Head 
muſt be over the members ; and you lay, it will bring the Church to confuſion, 
if any ſhall except againſt their Superiors as parties. You muſt therefore 
abſolutely and roundly aſſert, that it is impoſſible that the S»periors in 
the Church may be guilty of any error or corruption ; or that, 1f they be, 
they muſt never be calledto an account for it; or elſe that it may be juſt 
in / Ban caſes to except againſt them as partres. And if in ſome caſes, then 
rhe queſtion comes to this, whether the preſent be /o-ze of thoſe caſes or 
no? and here if you make thoſe S»periors Judges again, what you grant- 
ed before comes to nothing. This will be more clear by a parallel caſe : 
LII 2 Suppoſe 
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Suppole the letting up the Calves at Daz and Bethel had been done with- 
out tuch an open {eparation as that of Jezoboam was, but that rhe people 
had ſenſibly declined from the worſhip of God at Hrernſalewm, and had 
agreed to aſſemble at thoſe places, the High-Prieſt, and the Prieſts and 
Levites having deſerted Hieruſalem, and approving thus alteration of Gods 
worſhip : But although this might continue for many years; yet ſome of 
the Inferioun Prieſts and others of the people reading the Book of the Law, 
they find the worſhip of God much altered from what it ought to be, 
which they publiſh and declare to others, and bring many of the people 
to be of their id ; but the High-Prie/t and his Clergy ( foreſeeing how 
much it will be to their prejudice to bring things into their due order ) 
they reſolutely oppole it. 1 = tell me now, what,were to be done in 
this caſe ? Muſt the _ and wholly to the judgement of thoſe .Ss- 
periour Prieſts, who have declared themſelves to be utterly averſe from 
any Reformation ? Andit a Council be called, is it rcaſonable or juſt, that 
he ſhould ſitas Preſidezt in it, becauſe he pretends to be the Head over the 
rembers * and that if Superionrs be once accuſed as parties, all order and 
peace is gone? Is there any way left or no, whereby the Church of 1/7 acl 
might be reformed ? ?es, ſay you, by a General Council; but, Muſt it be 
ſuch a Gexeral Conncil, whe the Heh-Pricft fits as Preſideat, and all 
who ſit with him ſworn to do nothing againſt him ? Is this a Free and Ge- 
eral Council likely to reform theſe things ? And is it not. all the Juſtice in 
the world, that ſuch a Council ſhould be truly Free and General, and thoſe 
freely heard who complain of theſe as great corruptions? and that before 


| the moſt equal and inditterent F#dges ; or, in caſe ſuch cannot be aſſembled, 


that by the A/iaxce of the cvi/ power, the Church may be reformed by its 
parts : {0 that {till theſe parts be willing to give an account of what they 
do before any Freeand, Gemeral Council, where the main party accuſed ſits 
not as Preſident 1n it? But what then, may you'lay ? will you allow all Inferi- 
ours tn proceed to a Reformation, , in caſe the Superiours do not preſently cox- 
ſeat ?. No': but men ought firſt to exhibit their complaints of abuſes, and 
the reaſoxs againſt them, to. thoſe who are atually the Syperiors of the 
Church; and that with all due reverence to Authority; but if, notwith- 
ſtanding this, they; declare themſelves wilful and obſtinate in defence of 
thoſe. things, by the concurrence of the Sypreazs power they may lawfully 
and jultly proceey to a Reformation. 

Well, .Cbut you fay,) all this comes not to your caſe, for the Pope was not 
quftly accuſable of anycrime ; for you deny not, but that other Biſhops in Coun- 
cil may proceed againſt the Pope himſelf, if the caſe do neceſſarily require it, 
as if he be a Heretick, It you will then grant, that in ſoine caſes, as in that 
of H-reſie, the Pope may be excepted againft as a Parry. you deſtroy all 
that ever you ſay beſides. For when the Pope is accuſed for Hereſie in a 
Council, Who mutt fit as Preſjdezt in that Council? the Pope himſelf, or not ? 
It the Pope mult fit as Preſident, ( for the Head, you ſay ſtill, ft be over 
the members) Do you'think he,will ever be condemned for Hereſie, if he 
hath the ſupream management ot: the Conrc/l? If he may not fit as Pre- 
{idext then, by the ſame reaſon he ought not to do it, when he is accuſed 
of error or Uſurpation ;. but the other Biſhops of the Chrch, met together 
by the 4/i/tance of Chriſtian Princes in a Free and General Conncit, ought to 
be Judges 1n that caſe, as well as the former. And this is no more than 
is agreeable to the Doctrine and practice of the Conrcils of Conſtance and 
Baſil ; for if they had ſuffered the Popes to have been Preſidents in them, 
or have had that power over them, which the Popes had in the Corxcil of 
Trent, Doyou think they could have done ſo to the preſent Popes as they 
did ? But the Popes were grown wiſer afterwards ; they had theſe cxa - 

ples 
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ples freſh in their memory, and therefore they were reſolved never to be 


ridden by Gezeral Conncils more. And thence came that continual oppo - 


ſition to all propoſals of the Emperor for a General Council, till neceflity 
put the Pope upon yielding toit: thence came the reſolution at Rowe, not 
to venture any more Councils 1n Germazy, for that place breathed too 
much freedom tor the Popes interelt, though this were moſt vehemently 
defired by, both the Emperor, and German Princes and Biſhops : Thence, 
when a Council muſt be called, he ſummons it firſt at Mantua, then at 
Vicenza, and when none would come thither, at laſt he yields it ſhould be 
at Treat, a molt inconvenient place for the Gerwwaxs to come to : when 
they were there, though all Art poſſible was uſed to prevent the mention 
of any thing of Reformation, yet ſometimes ſome free words breaking our, 
troubled the Legats, who diſpatch notice of it to Rowe, and receive in- 
{tructions what to do; yet all could not prevent their fears and jealouſies, 
lett ſomething concerning the Popes Iztereſt ſhould be diſcuſſed ; upon 
which to make all ſure they tranſlate the Council to Bononia, and leave the 
Emperor's Biſhops to blow their fingers at 7rext, And when upon the 
Emperor and King of Fraxce's Proteltations, the Pope faw a neceſſity of 
removing it back to Trext again, though any fair pretence would have 
been taken to have diſſolved the Corncil ; yet ſince that could not be, the 
greateſt care muſt be uſed to ſpin out the time, in hopes of ſome occur- 
rence happening, which might givea plaullble pretext for breaking it up. 
But to be ſure nothing mult paſs, but what was privately diſpatched to 
Rome? and approved there firſt, (a good ſure way to prevent any miſchief ) 
and thence the Ho!y-Ghoſt came in a Portmantue once or twice a week, as 
the common by-word was then. But when, notwithſtanding all this, the 
grand points of the Reſidence and power of Biſhops were Þ holy debated 
by the Spaniſh Biſhops, What arts were uſed to divert them ! when that 
would not do, How they bait them in Corxcil by the flouting 1ralians ! 
what private Cabals were kept by the Legars, what diſpatching and poſt- 
ing to Rome, what numbers. of jolly 7raliazs are made- Biſhops, and ſent 
away to over-vote them ? And when the Frezch-Biſhops were come, what 
Spies did they keep upon them, what bones were thrown. to divide the 
French and Spaniſh Biſhops, what carefſing the Cardinal of Lorraiz to bring 
him off by the Court of Rowe ? And when any others durſt ſpeak freely, 
what checks, and frowns, and diſgraces did they meet with ? And all this 
to keep the Pope fafe, who was {till in bodily fear till the Council was end- 
ed to his mind ; and then what rejoycing, that they had cheated the world 
{o, that that which was intended to clip the wings of the Court of Rome, 
had confirmed and advanced the Tztereſfof it. This was truly the Head”s 
preſidins over the members : for all the life and motion they had, proceeded 
from the Iflueace of their Head, the Pope : Call you this Preſiding in a 
Council ? It is rather riding of it, that by the ſpurrins lome and bridling 
others, they may go juſt as the Pope would have them. And that this 1s 
a true account of it, appears, notwithſtanding whatever your Cardinal 
Patrvicino hath been able to objeCt againſt the impartial hiſtory of it ; 
whoſe two volumes pretended in Anſwer to it, conſiſt of ſo many imper- 
tinencies, and hath fo very little material in 1t, that a Rymaz Catholick 
himſelf hath declared to the world, that he hath done more difſervice to 
the Church of Rome by his Anſwer, than ever Father Paul did by his Hiſto- 
ry: By whom, his two great Books are compared to thoſe Nizht-birds 
that make a great ſhew, but are all Feathers and very little Fleſh. This 
then being the way of management of things at Trex, judge you or any 
reaſonable man, Whether the Proreſtants have not juſt cauſe to except 


againſt the Preſidentſhip which the Pope had in that Covxcil ; and name 
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you any Gemeral Council ( that was truly accounted {o) whereever he had 
any thing like it? The particulars you mention, will be conlidered atter- 
wards. 

But you ſay, Al! this was becanſe the Pope was mot juſtly accnſable of any 
crime, but what muſt involve not only the Council, but the whole Church as 
much as himſelf. If lo, there was the greater reaſon that he ſhould leave 
it tothe Church ina Free Council tohave impartially debated things, with- 
out his ating and interpoſing ſo much as he did. But the Pope was wiſer 
than tothink lo ; he knew there were many things in the Conrr of Rome 
which many other Byſbops {truck at, as well as the Proteſtants ; and that 
they deſired a Reformation of Abnſes as well as the other, clpecially the 
German, French, and Spaniſh Biſhops. Nay, it is ſtrange to ſee how much 
intereſt or prejudice blinds men, that they will not acknowledge now 
that there was any ſuch need of Reformation, when Pope Aarian 6. confeſ: 
ſed at the Dyet at Norimberg, A. D. 1522. by Cheregatus his Legat, that 
the Popes themſelves had been the fountain and caule of all thoſe evils in 
the Church; In theſe remarkable words (part of which have been cited 
already on another occaſion ) Scimns in hac fautta Sede, aliquot jam anni, 
multa abominanda fuiſſe, abuſus in Spiritualibus, exceſſus in mandatis, & 
omnia deniq; in perverſum mutata. Nec mirum, ſi #gritudo 4 capite in mems- 
bra, 4 ſummis Pontiſicibus in altos Prelatos deſcenderit. Omnes nos (ſe. Pre- 
latt Eccleſiaſtici ) declinavimus, unuſquiſq; in vias ſuas, nec fuit jamadin, que 
faceret bonum, nn fuit nſq; ad unum. Quamobrem neceſſe eſt, ut omnes de- 
m1145 ploriam Deo, & humiliemus aximas noſtras et : wvideat unuſquiſq; 20- 


ftrum unde exciderit, & ſe potings quitibet juaicet, quam a Deo invirga furoris 


ſat juaicari velit. na in re quod ad nos pertinet, polliceberts, Nos omnem 
oper am adhibituros, ut primum Curia he, unde forte omne hoc malum proceſſit, 


reformetur : ut ſicut inde corruptio in ones mferiores emanavit, its ab ea- 


dem ſanitas & reformatio omnitim emanet. Ad quod procurandum 20s tan- 
to arttins obligatos reputamus, quando univerſim mundum hujuſmodi refor- 
mationem avidins deſiderare videmus, Can you now for ſhame ſay, There 
was no need of Reformation at that tine, and that the Popes were no more 
concerned than the whole Church ? The whole Church was indeed cornſcerned, 
to ſee the Court of Rome reformed, and we ſee the Pope confeſſeth, that all 
the world deſired a Reformatiou. Doth not he ingenuouſly acknowledge, 
That many abominable things had been for many years in the Holy See (and 
very holy it was, the mean time ) that all things were out of order, That the 
diſtemper had fallen from the Flead to the members, from the Popes to other 
Prelates, that they had all gone out of the way, that for a long, time there had 
been none that did geod, no not one. That therefore it was neceſſary, that all 
ſhould give glory to God, and humble their ſouls, and every one ſee whence he 
was fallen, and judge himſelf, rather than be judued by God in the rod of his 
fury. Wherefore (faith he to his Legat) thou ſhalt promiſe for us, that we will 
muſe our utmoſt endeavour, that this Conrt, from whence all the miſchief hath 
proceeded, may be reformed; that as the corruption hath flowed from thence unto 
inferiors, ſo the health and reformation of all may come from thence too. And 
we look en our ſelves as the more obliged to procure this, becauſe we ſee the whole 
world doth eargeſty deſire ſuch a Reformation. Whom muſt we now be- 
lieve, the Pope or you ? the Pope iz2eanouſly and Chriſtianly bemoaning the 
corruptions that had been in Popes themſelves, and from them had ſpread 
to others ; or you, who baſely and untruly flatter the Popes, as though 
they needed no Reformation, but what concerncd the Council and Church, 
as well as them ? And the Pope gives you the true reaſon of it, Becaufe the 
corruptions had been ſo great at Rome, that from thence they had ſpread over 
all others. And can you think now, that the Pope was not juſtly accuſed 
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of any crime, but that he might ſit as Preſident, and manage the affairs of 
the Council, as though there had been no need at all of any Reformatrioz ? 
But I remember an obſervation of Barozizs, that the providence of God 
was ſo great in watching over the Rowan See, that the Popes who were un- 
fit to Govern it, ſeldom continued long in it ; which he makes upon S1:- 
cins his favour to Ruffinus ; and ſuch a Pope was this Aariaz accounted :; 
this confeſſion of his being very diltaſtful at Roxe, he continued not long 
afrer it. But yet I know you have another Anſwer ready at hand, That 
all this concerned only ſome abuſes in manners and management of affairs, but 
nothing confeſſed to be amiſs in Doctrine of Faith, However, ſince it belong- 
ed to the Council to retorm thoſe abuſes, the Pope as an intereſſed perſon 
ought not to have preſided there, had it not been his intention to have 
prevented any real Reformation. For all the Decrees of the Conxc:l to 
chat purpoſe were meerly deluſory and nothing of Reformatioz followed 
upon them; and the moſt important things ro that end could never paſs 
the Co:racil. And if we gain this, that the Pope ought not to be Jude, 
where himſelf is concerned, as to the Reformation of abuſes ; your Fl 
aſſertion will make the other follow, viz. that in caſe of Hereſie, other 
Biſhops may in Council proceed againlt the Pope, and, by the ſame reaſon, 
when any errors in Faith are charged upon him, or thoſe who joyn in 
Communion with him ; that ſuch ought to be debated in a full and free 
Corncil, where no one concerned may preſide to over-aw the reſt. But 
ſuch Preſidents ſhould be appointed as were in former Gezeral Councils, 
to whom it belonged to manage the debates of the Council, without any 
ſuch Power and Juri'diction over them, as the Pope pretended to have, 
over all thoſe aſſembled at Trexr. And thus it appears, that what his 
Lordſhip ſaid, was juſt and true, That it 7s contrary to all Law, Divine, 
Natural and Humane, that the Pope ſhould be chief Judge in his own Cauſe. 
Your inſtances of Pope Leoat the Council of Chalcedon, and Alexander at the 
Council of Nice, will be conſidered in their due place. | 
Which that we may come to, we muſt examine the matter of fa, asto 
the Popes preſidency in General Conncils, His Lordſhip denying, that the 
Pope did preſide in the Council of Nice, either by himſelf or Lepats, becauſe 
Hoſius was the Preſident of it ; You Anſwer, That Hoſius aid preſide in 
that Council , and ſo did likewiſe Vitus and Vincentius Prieſts of Rome, 
but (you ſay) they all preſided as the Popes Legats and not otherwiſe, This 
(you lay) appears by their ſubſcribing the Comiltary Decrees in the firſt 
place, of which zo other account can be given and becauſe Cedrenus ad 
Photius confeſs that the Pope gave authority to this Council by his Legats ; 


| and 19 the old preface to the Council of Sardica, it is ſaid expreſly, that Hoſius 


was the Popes Legat, and the ſame acknowledged by Hincmarus, and Gelaſius 
Cyzicenus, whom you prove that Photius h1d read. Theſe being then all 
the Evidences you produce for the Popes Prefiilency at the Vicene Council, 
we are obliged to atford thema particular conſideration. _ 

Your belt argument, which Be/larmiz and Broz:us likewile inſiſt on, is 
the order of ſubſcription, becanſe the name of Hoſtus 's [ct firſt; but, if we 
mark it, this argument ſuppoſerh that whici it ſhould prove. For thus 
it proceeds, Hoſius ſubſcribed firſt, and therefore he was the Roman Legat ; 
Hoſius was the Roman Legat, and therefore he ſubſcribed firſt : For it 
ſuppoſeth that the fir Subſcription did of right belong only to the Romazx 
Leoat ; which we may as well deny, by an argument juſt like it, Y7eus 
and Vixzcentins did not ſubſcribe firſt, and therefore the Roman Lepats 
did not ſubſcribe firſt. But you ask, Why ther did Holius /ubſcribe before 
the Patriarchs, and other Biſhops, of greater dignity than himſ*!f? 1 anſwer, 


Becauſe Hoſins was Preſident of the Council, and not they. But if you ask, 
| Why 
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Mhy they choſe him Preſident before others, the Nicene Fathers muſt anſwer 
you, and not I. Bur you ſay, Cearenus and Phorivs contels, 1 hat the Pope 
gave Authority to the Nicene Council by his Legats; but, How comes that to 
prove, that Heſizzs was one of thoſe Legats? Photius I am furein his Book 
of the /even Synods ( firft publiſhed in Greet by Juftellzs out of the Seda 
Library) ſays no ſuch thing, but only mentions the two Presbyrers who 
were there the Romar-Biſhoovs Legats, And Cedreanrs only mentions the 
Roman Leoats amonglt thole who were chief 1n that Conc, reckoning up 
the ſeveral Parriarchs. Your old preface tothe S.rdican Syyod (l{uppoſed 
of Dionyſius Exrizuns) 1sno competent teltimony, being of a later Author, 
and a Romap too : And Hircmarus 1s much younger than he, and there- 
fore neither of their teſtimonies hath any force againſt the ancient Wri- 
ters; neither hath that of Ge/aſius Cyzicenus, who lived under Baſiliſcus 
A. D. 476. Andthat you may not think Ido you wrong, to deprive you 
of his teſtimony, you may fee, How freely Baroztrs patſeth his cenſure 
upon thoſe 4s under the name of Niceze Council. Sed, ut libere d.cam, 
ſomnia puto hec omnia ; that I may ſpeak treely, I account themno better 
than dreams: And gives this very good reaſon for it; becauſe ever ſince 
the time of that Coxxci/, all perſons have been ſo extremely deſirous of the 
As of that Conxci!, and yer could never obtain them. But that which 
comes inthe rear, tranſcends all the re{t, which is, Thar Photius, though 2 
Sch:ſoratical Greek, and bitter enemy of the Roman Church, witneſſeth he had 
read this Book of Gelaſius, and in it the above-cited teſtimony. And, I pray, 
Whar follows from thence ? I hope Photins had read many other Books 
in that excellent collection of his Þ:4/:orheca beſides this ; and, Will you 
ſay, that Photius believed all that he there faith he had read ? No, but 
you ſay, That thereupon he confeſſes that the ſaid Hoſius was Legat for the Bi 
ſhop of Rome, at the Council of Nice. But you would have done well to 
have told us, Where this Confeſſion 1s extant : for you ſeem to inſinuate, 
as though it were in the ſame place where he mentions the reading this 
Book of Gelaſius : but he only ſaich, That Gelaſi is affirms ir, adding no- 
thing at all of his own judgement ; and in his Book of the /ezez Synoas, 
where he declares his own mind, he only mentions /itus and Vincentius, as 
the Legats of the Roxzax See; And brings in Hoſius atterwards, not joyn- 
ing him with Y:tzas and Vincentins, but with Al xiader of Conſtantinople, 
and Sylveſter and Julins of Rome, and Alexander and Athanaſins of Alex- 
andria, whom he makes the Chief iz the Council. For if Photins had in- 
tended to have made Hoſirs one of the Popes Lezats ; there was all therea- 
ſon in the world he ſhould have ſet him before 17:5 and Vincentins, who 
were only Presbyters, And that the Pope had no other Leoats there but 
theſe zwo Presbyters, we have the conſent of all the ancient Eccleſiaſtical 
Heſtortans ; Enſebins mentioning the abſence of the Roman Biſhop, becauſe 
of his Age adds, =giafunc 3 wil mayiriis my aur? tis brabiigey, His Presbyter s 
being preſent, ſupplied his place ; 10 Theodoret the Biſhop of Rome could not 
be preſent, Jo womu eons pus a MAE, but he ſent t:Þ0 Presbyters with power 
to give his aſſent ; not to preſide over the Council, To the ſame purpoſe 
S920men, Nicephorus, Xonaras ſpeak. And it is very ſtrange not one of 
all theſe Hiftorians ſhould mention this, if Hoſizs had preſided there as 
Legar of the Biſhop of Rome ; and much more, that Hoſius ſhould not ſub- 
ſcribe firſt in that capacity, but only as B:ſhop of Corduba ; for the Popes 
/.-2ats do not uſe to be ſo torgettul of their place and honour. It ſeems 
then very plain, that the Pope had no manner of Preſidency at the Corncrl of 
Nice : Wecome therefore to following Conxcls. 

You grant, 7 hat in the ſecond General Conncil, Neftarius Biſhop of Con- 
ſtantinople was Preſident, and not the Pope or his Lrgat But the reaſon 


(you 
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(you ſay) was, becauſe Pope Damaſus having fir# ſummoned that Council 
zo be held at Conſtantinople, ad the Biſhops of the Oriental Provinces be- 
ins accordingly there met, the Pope, for ſome reaſons, altered his mind, and 
would have had them come to Rome, to joyn with the Biſhops he had there 
aſſembled : which the Prelates at Conftantinople refuſing in a ſubmiſſFoe 
manner, alledged ſuch arguments as the Pope remained ſatisfied with them. 
So the Council (youlay ) was upon the matter held in two places, at Rome, 
and Conſtantinople. So that while the Pope preſided inthe Council at Rome, 
and gave allowance 10 their proceedings at Conſtantinople, and that by rea- 
fon of their entercourſe, they were looked on but as one Council in effedt, and 
the Pope to have preſided therein. In all this you diſcover, How much 
ou take up things upon truſt, and utter them with great confidence, 
when they ſeem for your purpoſe, — are built upon notori- 
ous miſtakes in Eccleſiaſtical Hiftory ; as T ihall make it plain to you this 
Anſwer of yours is. For nether was the Geyeral Conncil at Conſtanti- 
zople ever in the leaſt ſummoned by the Pope, neither did it ſit at the 
fame time that the Council at Rome under Damaſus did ; neither were 
any Letters lent from that Council to the Pope ; and therefore certainly 
Pope Damaſus could not inany fenfe be ſaid to preſide there. Theſe things, 
1 know, make you wonder at firſt ; but I ſhall undertake to make it 
appear, How much your great Maſters (I need not name them to you) 
have abuſed your credulity in this ſtory. We are to know then, that 
the Emperour Theodoſius having been newly admitted into a ſhare of 
the Empire by Gratian, and the Eafterx parts of it being alloted tohim, 
he conſidering what a deplorable condition the Churches of thoſe parts 
were in, by reaſon of the factions and herefies which were among chem, 
judges it the beſt expedient to call a Conncil at Conſtantinople ; to ſee if 
there were any hopes to bring the Church to any peace. For this pur« 
poſe 150 Biſhops meet from the ſeveral Provinces at Conſtantinople, who 
condemn Macedonins, publiſh a new Creed, make ſeveral Canons, accept 
of Gregory Nazianzen's reſignation of the-See of Conſtantinople, chuſe Ne- 
#arins in his room, and on the death of Meletins at Antioch, ele& Fla 
vianus to ſucceed him, make- a Synodical Epiſtle to the Emperour Theo- 
dofius, giving himan account of their proceedings, and fo difſolve. This 
is the ſhort of the narration of it in Theodoret, Socrates, and Sozomen. 
Bur as ſoon as the report of their ations was come into the Weſtern 
parts, great diſcontents are taken at their proceedings, eſpecially at the 
election of Flavianus to the See at Antioch ; becauſe the Church of Rome 
had declared it ſelf in favour of Paulizus at Antioch, during the life of 
Me{ctias, and therefore by no means would they now yield to the ſuc- 
ceſſion of Flaviauus. Upon this, Damaſus ſollicits the Emperony Grati- 
az for a General Council, that the cauſe might be heard ; and, that the 
Eaftern Biſhops might meet too, he ſends other Letters to Theodoſius to the 
ſame purpoſe; upon the intimation of which, the Eaftern Biſhops, whoei.. 
ther were detained at Conſtantinople by ſeveral occurrences there, or were 
ſent againout of their Provinces thither, afſemble together, and write a 
Synodical Epiſtle to Damaſus, Ambroſias, Britton, Valerian, &c. wherein 
they give an account, Why they could not come to Rome, becauſe the 
Eaſtern Churches could not, 1n ſodivided and buſfie a time, be left deſtitute 
of their Biſhops, and therefore they deſire to be excuſed ; but however, 
they had ſent Cyriacus, Enſebius, and Priſcianus, as their Legats thithet. 
This excuſe the Emperour Theodoſius accepted of, and Damaſus and his 
Council were fain to reſt ſatisfied with it ; only ſome of Paulinus his par- 
ty met him there, as Epiphanins and S. Hieram (although S. Hierom being 
no Biſhop, could only ſhew his good _ and take that Es 
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to leek ; tor both Baronizs and B1i#s confels, that the 7s of that 
Council, are wholly loit ; only Barozzzzs thinks, the condemnation ot .4polli- 
waris and [ imothers ( which [hbeodoret mentions ) to have':þecn done be- 
tore ; and that Paulus was; reſtored ro the See of Antivch by this Conn. 
c : which leemsthe more probable, in that Pals the next year re. 
Eurns to Antioch ;, and becaule the Bybops of Rowe afterwards took his 
part, and defended his ſucceilour againſt. F/avianms in the Ste of Antioch. 
IIs, being the true-account of, thole proceedings, let now any indifferent 
1erſon judge, Whether you .were'not much. put to it, when you are fain 
to; contound, +a {ownerls, bg}g at ſeycral times on leveral occaſions, on 
purjbſe-to 4/zzd rhe Reader, and. to make him believe that Page Dama 
Jes had ſomewhat to do,-n;pa{vng and prefiaine 1n the General Conncil at 
Conſtantinople; ;)cbecaule hei, requeſted the; meeting of the, Biſhops agiin 
the year atter the Gemeral Conncl. And; the truth of this, .is ſo. plain, 
thyt Barons and; Binixs contels: the diflcrence of thefe'two Conncils, both 
as to the times 'afd occalions, gt-them.  3arexis placeth the Occumeni- 
cal Council at Gonſtantinopler A:1d, 381, Encheris and Sy1grizes being 
COSS,, in May: but the otfker' Conc at Conflantinople, he placeth the 
ycar/after, A.:1; 382+ Syagriys and Antonius COSS, at, which time like- 
wiſe, the | Coal at Rome late, And ſo Bizius reckons this Council as 
a ſecond :Comnctl at; Conſtantinople under ' Demaſus, and, in, all things con- 
cerning the. times of this and the former, follows Baronins exaly. So 
much are the eWOo great Cardinals, Bellarmine and Perrox multaken, when 
they; would. .have the Conner! at Conſtantinople called .C Jecrmenical On 
this: account, - becauſe there was a Council at Rowe. fitting under Da- 
aſus, at the ſame time, approving what was done at Conſtantinople. 
Whereas the occaſion of the Courcid at Rowe was given: by ſome of the 
laſt 'AEts of the Occumenicel Conmil, vis. thecleAion.of Flavianus. But 
that - this . could; not be, that thoſe two Conils at Rome and Conſtantine 
pe, ſhould fit rogether at the ſame time, and on the ſame account, ap- 
pears by the Syzvdical Epiſtle of the Conxcil the year. following ſent ro 
Damaſus, which is exemplified both in Bizius and Baronins, and IS Orig1- 
nally extant 1Nn 1 heodor> Although Bizius placcth it at the end of the 
Oecurenical Council, but Baronins much more fairly in the. next year, 
as being the A£t of the /ccond Council, Now there are two things in 
that Swodical Epiſtle by which I ſhall prove it impoſſible, that either the 
Letters of Pope Damaſizs did concern thecalling of the Vecumentcal Conn- 
cz, or that the fitring of the Conncrilat Rome, and the Gereral one at Corn 
/tantinople, could be at the ſamertime. The firſt is trom the date of thoſe 
Letters, which is thus expreſſed there : that they met together at Coxſtar- 
zinyple, having received the Letters which were ſent the year before trom 
them to the Emperour 1 heodoſius, w miv & 'Aviaiie auvedby, after the Synod 
at Aquileia. Now the Syzodat Aquileia by Baronins his computation, was 
held the ſame year 4. D. 381. in which the Oecumenical Council at Con- 
ftantinople was held, and much later in the. year too, for this was held in 
the Nores of September, and the other in ay ; and fo mucit js likewile 
confelſed by Bizizs in his notes onthat Council, Now Iet me demand of 
you, Whetheris it impoſſible that D-m-2/us ſhould, by his L:::c-5, ſummon 
the Oecumenzcal Council, when the date of thole Letters to '/-045ſ7rrs, is 10 
long after the ſitting of it ? But beſides this, theſe aftern Biſhops in that 
Council, which fate aſter theſe Letters of Da-aſi:s, clearly diſtinguiſhed 
themſelves from.the Oecumerical Council of the year loregoing : tor, after 
they had given a brief account .of their Faich, they reterr the Pope and 
Veſtern Council to that declaration of Faith which had been made 
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the year before by the Occumenical Conncil aſſembled at Conſtantinople, 
TW mem & Kovearlwenmone my. Ts Sons hi mis eareYivn owveds, Is It potlible then 
any thing ſhould be more evident, than that this Conzci/ allembled up- 
on the Letters of Damaſ#s to 1 heodofirs, and fitting with the Conncil ar 
Rome, 1s clearly diftinct trom the Oecumenical Conncil of Conſtantinople ? 
And thus I hope I have difpelled thoſe ifs which you would caſt be- 
fore the Readers eyes, by confounding theſe two Concils, and thereby 
offering to prove that the Pope had ſome kind ot very remote Preliden- 
cy in the ſecond Gezeral Corncil, Which is ſo far from being true, thar 
there is not any intimation 1n any of the ancient Hiſtorians, Theodorer, 
Sucrates, or Sozomen, that the Pope, or any of the Weſtern Biſhops, had 
any thing at allto do in it. But you will ask, How comes it then to be 
accountid an Oecumenical Council ? For this indeed Barsims would fain 
find out ſome hand that Damaſues had in it, or elſe he cannot conceive 
how it ſhould become Oecumenical ; but all the proof he produceth, is, 
Becanſe in the Afts of th> fixth Council it is ſaid, that Theodofius and Da- 
maſus oppoſed Macedonius ; and fo I hope he might do by declaring his 
conſent to the Doftrine decreed in this Conncil ; not that thereby his 
approbation made it Vecume?uzcal. And, as that DoQtrine was received, 
and that Confeſſion of Faith embraced all over the world, ſo that Council 
became Oecumenical. For I cannot ſee but that if Damaſus had ſtood u 
for Macedonins, if the Decrees againſt him had heen received by the Ca- 
tholick Church, it had been never the leſs Oecumenical in the ſenſe of An- 
tiquity : That teſtimony which Baronizs brings out of his own Library, 
and a Copy of the Vatican, expreſſing that Damaſus did ſummon the 
Council at Conſtantinople, 1s not to be taken againſt the conſent of the anci- 
ent Church- Hiſtorians ; 1t being well known what Iztere/s thoſe Roman 
Copies have a long time driven on. I deny not therefore but that the 
Conncil of Conſtantinople was aſlented to by Damaſus, and the Weſtern 
Biſhops, in the matters of Faith there decided, but I utterly deny that Da- 
maſus had any thing to do in the Preſidency over that Council. So that 
we find a Council alwayes acknowledged to be: Oecymenical, in which the 
Pope had no Preſidency at all ; and this very Inftance ſufficiently refutes 
your Hypotheſis, viz. that the Popes Preſidency is neceſſary to « General 
Counctl. 

In the third General Conn:'l held at Epheſus A.D. 431. it 15 agreed on 
both ſides, that S. Cyril Patriarch of Alexandria, was the Preſident of it : 
but the Queſtion 1s, In what capacity he fate there, whether in his own, 
or as Legat of Celeſtine Biſhop of Rowe ? All the proof you produce for the 
latter, ts, T hat it appears by a Letter written to him by the Pope, long before 
h: ſent any other Legats to that Council : in which Letter he gives S. Cyril 
charge to ſupply his place, ts 15-teſtified by Evagrius, Proſper, Photius, and 
divers other Authors. But here again you ofter to confound two things, 
which arc of adiſtinEt nature : for you would have your Reader believe, 
that this Lezrer was ſent by Cz/:/tize to Cyril, 1n order to his Preſidentſhip 
in the Council, whereas this Letter was ſent the yezr before, without any 
relation to the Corzxc/l ; as apperrs by the ſeries of the ſtory : which 1s 
briefly this; The difterences in the Eaſter» Churches increafing-about the 
Opinions broached by Neſtorins, S. Cyril of Alexana;ia chiefly appearing 
in oppoſition to them, they botly write (much about the ſame tume) to Pope 
Caleſtine, impeaching each other of Hereſie, But before Celeftine had read 
the Letters from Nefforins in vindication of himlelt, Pofidonins a Deacon 
of Alexandria comes with ſeveral diſpatches from S. Cyril, wherein a 
large accountis given of the herelie and actions of Ne/torius ; upon which 
the Pope calls a Council at Rome, and therein examines the allegations on 
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both ſides, which being done, the Conurcil condemns Neftorins, and paſ- 
ſeth this ſentence on him, 7hat tex dayes ſhowld be allowed hin ( after no 
tice given) for his repentance ; and, in caſe -/  obſlinacy, he ſhould be de- 
clared excommunicate. And for executing this ſentence, Cz//tize com- 
mits his power to Cyri/ ; not as though it b:Jonged to the Pope only ro 
do it, but that by this means there might appear the Coſcat of the Ie- 
ſtera with the Eaſtern Biſhops, 1n putting Neſtorius out of the communi- 
on of the Catholick Church. S. Cyril having received theſe Letters by the 
return of Poſſidonius, dated the third of the [des of Auguſt, as appears by 
the Letters extant in Baronins, calls a Council at Alexandria, in which four 
Legats are decreed to be ſent to Conſtantinople in purſuance of the ſen- 
tence againſt Neſtorias, they deliver the Letters of Cz/e/t:ve and Cyril ro 
him, he returns them no anſwer at all, but addreſſes himſelf to the Em 
perour Theodoſius, and complains of the perſecutions of Cri, which oc- 
caſioned a very ſhayp Letter of the Emperor to him, charging him with 
diſturbing the Churches Peace, But this was not all ; tor Cyri/ having 
with the Synodical Epiſtle of the Council of Alexandria, ſent twelve Aza- 
thematiſms to be ſubſcribed by Neftorins, he was ſo far from it, that he 
charges Cyril with the hereſie of Apollinarss in them, and ſends them ro 
Johannes Anthiochennus, who (with the Syr:az Biſhops of his Dioceſe) 
joyn with Neſtorius in the impeachment of Cyri/. So that by this means 
the ſentence againſt Neſtorius could not be put in execution, becauſe of 
the diſſent of the Eafterz Biſhops, and that S. Cyrit ſtood charged with 
Hereſie as well as the other. Things being grown to this height, The- 
odofius calls a General Conn at Epheſus, to be held the enſuing year, 
writes to all the Metropolitans to appear there at the time appointed, 
and bring ſuch Bybops with them, as they thought convenient ; but 
what contentions happened there between the two parties, is not here 
our buſineſs to relate ; but the Experour foreſeeing what diſturbance was 
like to be there, ſent the Count Cardidianus for better management of 
the affairsof the Council. Now S. Cyriland his party having the advan- 
tage of the other, both in number and forwardneſs of being there, Cyril 
ſits as Preſidext among them. The Queſtion now is, Whether he fate 
there by virtue of that Legaztize Power he had for the excommunicati 
Neſtorius the year before, or not ? or only as Patriarch of Alexandria, an 
chief of that party? But by what authority he ſhould challenge te be 
Preſident of the Council, becauſe he had been deputed by Czle/tixe to att his 
part in the excommunicating Ne/torins, I think is ſomewhat hard to un- 
derſtand. Neither doth any thing appear in the Council which gives any 
round for it ; for Cyri/ ſubſcribes to it meerly as Patriarch of Alexandria, 
the Council on all occaſions call um, and Memon of Epheſus their wet&e, 
and when they ſpeak of Ce/e/t:e, after his Legats came, they ſay, He did 
only evredeever, affiſt together with them iu Council : But, Why ſhould Cz- 
lftine fend other Legwts alterwards, viz. Arcadius, Philippes, and Pro- 
jedtas, If S. Cyril ſupplied the Popes place there already ? Yet, although 
we ſhould grant, that before the Zegats came, Cyril did ſupply the place 
of Celeſtine, it doth not follow, that he fate Preſident of the Council on 
that account : but only to ſhew the concurrence of Cz/eftime with the 
Council in matter of Dottrine ; and this there was good reaſon for, be- 
cauſe Celeſtine had tully declared himſelf to Cyril concerning that already. 
Andthis was uſual in the Courcz7s, as appears in this very Council by Flavia 
ns Biſhop of Philipp: ; ſubſcribing likewiſe in the place of Rufus of The/- 
ſalonica. So that if we grant Cyri1to ſit inthe Council as Legat of Cwleſftine, 
yet it doth not follow, that he was Preſident of the Conxcil in that capacity ; 
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miſſion to that purpole. So that he might give a vote in the Council for 
Celeſtine, and yet lit (as hedid) Preſident of the Council as Patriarch of 
Alexandria, Thus it being manifeſted, that in the three firſt General 
Councils, the Pope {ate not either by himſelf or his Lepats as P reſident, It 1s 
ſufficiently proved thereby, that his Preſidezcy is no neceſſary condition to 
a Gemeral Council ; and if not, then we fay, It is unjuſt and unreaſonable 
he ſhould challenge it, when he 1s the perſon mainly accuſed. But in the 
mean while it is not at all necetfſary, that we ſhould deny that ever he fate 
as Preſident in any other General Council; tor being the Biſhop of the chief 
See, Why ſhould he in a caſe of general concernment to the Church, as that 
of Chalcedon, not be allowed by his Legats ro have the prime place ? But 
there wants ſufficient evidence too, that theſe were properly the Preſidents 
of that Council. In the next at Conſtantinople you grant, that Eutychime Bi- 
ſhop of Conſtantinople late Preſident ; but you lay, '[hat he acknowledged this 
previledee to be due to Pope Vigilins, But, How came it to paſs then, that 
he would not fit there, though then at Conftantizople ? It appears by the 
many frivolous excſes he made, that he durſt not truſt himſelf in the Conx- 
c:1, for fear tharaurhority ſhould not be given him which heexpeted. For 
that hath alwayes been the ſubtilty of the Popes in thoſe elder times, when 
they began to encroach, not to venture themſelves in preſence in a General 
Conncil, for fear of oppoſition, _ their abſence they reſerved to them- 
ſelves a liberty to declare their diffent, when any ARts paſſed which did 
not pleaſe them. As Leo did in the cafe of the Couxc:/ of Chalcedon. But 
however, this is evident from the fifth Gezeral Conncil, that the Popes Preſi- 
dency was not then thought at all necefſary. What was done in follow- 
ing Cowxcils, is not material to our purpoſe, becauſe it doth already ſuffici- 
ently appear, that the Popes Preſidency 1s not neceſſary to a General Conncil, 
and therefore you conclude with a notorious falſity, in layipg with Belar- 
zzin, That the Pope hath been poſſeſt full 1 500 years of the right of preſiding in 
General Councils. 
His Lordſhips third exception againſt the Council of Trex, is, That the 
place was not free, but either in, or too near the Popes dominions. To this 
ou Anſwer, That certainly Trent is not within the Popes dominion + but 
it is well enough known, that Trext was under the ſole juriſdiftion of the 
Biſhop, and the Biſhop to be ſure was under the Popes dominion, having 
been particularly obliged too, by receiving a Cardinal's Hit. And there- 
fore it was not without juſt reaſon that the place was proteſted againit, 
not only by the Germz Proteſtants, as being out of Germany where the 
States of the Empire had often promiſed the Council ſhould be ; at the 
Diet at Norimberg 1524, at Auſpurg 1526. Spire 1529. Ratibone 1532, 
1541. againat Norimberg 1543. and laſt of all at Spire 1544. but as a 
molt inconvenient place for them to come to; being « weeks journey (as 
they ſay) from the borders of Germany, ſeated 1n a barren and almoſt in- 
acceſſible place, having no freedom of paſſage almoſt amidſt the 4tps ; 
This place, I ſay, was not only proteſted againſt by them, as being con- 
trary to the promiſes made to them ; but the German Biſhops made it their 
earneſt requeſt, that the Conncil might be held in Germany ; for at Trext, 
they ſaid they could neither be preſent themſelves, nor ſend any Legars 
thither : and particularly inſtance in the unpaſſableneſs of the 41s be- 
tween them and Trext ; and that it was rather in the borders of 1:a/y than 
Germany. And the Pope himſelfin his Anſwer to the German Biſhops, and 
the Emperonrs Proteſtation upon the removal of the Comnc!l from Trent to 
Bononia, infifts upon the inconvenience of Trex for rhe long reſidence of 
the Biſhops there. And in behalf of the Proreſtants declaring againſt this 
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by the Doctors of the Canon Law, who all agree, that an exception againſt the 
{afery of the place is pertinent, and ought to be admitted ; that it is wood, buth 
by the Cre Law and the Lav of Nature, that a man ſummun'd to 4 place where 
any danger threattns him, is not bound to appear, mor to ſcad his Proctour, and 
thit a judge is bound to aſſizn the parties a place of ſafety for the hearins of 
therr cauſ: , otherwiſe there is Juſt canſe of appeal. | That the Connc!! of Piſt 
exce 'ted againſt appearing at Rozze on the lame accounts, and it they 
durlt not venture to Rowe upon the oiter of ſate-condutt, much lefs rea- 
ſon had the Vroteltants todo it, to ſrich a place as ' r:zt, a City, by reaſon 
of the neighbouring woods very ſubjett to treacheries and ambuſhments 
that the very deligning ſuch a place yielded ground of tear and {uſpicion, 
eſpecially to ſuch as had nor forgotten the late examples of John Huſſe, 
and Hzierom of Prague at the Conn! of Conſtince, That the States of Ger- 
27.my inthe Dit at Francford 4. D. 1338. pleaded the nullity of the Popes 
excommunication of Le:yzs 5, becaule he was cited ro 4229, where the 
Pope was Lord of the p/zce ; and the place being not tree tor him to appear 
at, the ſummons were not Caxoncal, but void and invalid in Law. This 
and many other inſtances are there brought by the fame learned Authour 
to juſtifie rhe Proteffapts in not appearing at '/rex?, becaule the place was 
not free nor fate ; although the Authour ſeems not to have been one 
himſelf. All theſe things being conlidered, he muſt have been an I[nfide! 
zzdeed, who would pronounce { rext to have been the molt inditterent 
place tor both parties to meet at. For what you lay, 7hat it mieht have 
been 45 unſafe for the Pope and his party, if it had been in Germany : there is 
no reaſon at all for it, becauſe of the Emperonrs openly owning that Iatereſt ; 
bur if you plead the Wars of Germazy which then broke out, I hope that 
may ſerve as a further plea for the Proteſtants, who were in a good con- 
dition to go to% free Council about matters of Religion, when a War was 
already begun upon them upon the account of Rel:2/0, as molt evidently 
appears, nor only by the ſupplies ſent by the Pope, but by the tranſaQtions 
atterwards between the Pope and the Empcrovr, in fome of which it is ex- 
preſly confeſſed. — 

But ſuppoſing the place had been never {o tree, there is another great 
Exception remaining till, 2:75 ' hat noxe had ſuffr.20, but ſuch as were ſworn 
to the Pope and Church of Rome, and profeſſed en»mies to all that call'd for 
Reformation or a free Corncil., To this you Anlwer, 1. [hat t is no new 
thin: for Biſhops to take an oath of Canonical obcatence to the Pope ; for 
St. Gregory mentions it as an ancient cuſlonms. i his time ; and therefore 
this objection would ſerve as much againſt anciens General Councils as this of 
Trent. 2. 1hat the Biſhops oath doth wot deprive them of the liberty of their 
ſuffrage ; way it doth not ſo much as oblige them not to proceed and vote even 
againſt the Pope himſelf, if they fee juſt cauſe ; but only that they will be obeatent 
to him, ſo long as he commands things ſuitable to the will of God and the Sa- 
cred Canons of the Charch. But what talſhood and traud lies in both theſe 
Anſwers, it will not take up much time to dilcover. Could you without 
bluſhing offer to ſay, hat 9 oth-r oath was taken by the Brjſhops at the 
Council of Trent than what was taken in ancient Uenrral Conncs ? tor lo 
much your words imply, when you lay, / bt the ſa byjctſion would have 
held .es well againſt them 4s this of Trent. Why do you not produce ſome 
inſtance of any oath taken to the Pope 11 any of the hirit Graerad Councils ? 
T dare challenge you to bring any toottieps of any ſuch thing in any anct- 
ent Council; and you mult needs have exceedingly hardened your tore- 
head thar durſt let fall any thing tending that way. It was in much later 
mes before that oath of Canonical Obearence from Biſhops to their AMetro- 
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 politan came up; and when it did,.no more took any ſuch oath to the 3;- 
ſhop of Rome, than ſuch as were under his AMezropolitical juriſdiction. In 
- your citation of Gregory, you would let us ſee how far you can out-go Be/- 
larmin himſelt intheſe things. For Be//armin only proves, that it 1s not 
new for Biſhops to take an oath of Canonical Obedience to the Pope ; but you 
lay, 7hat Gregory mentions it as an ancient cuſtom? in his time, Which is 
egregioully falſe. For there1s not one wordin all that Epic implying 
any thing of former cultome, neither doth it contain an oath of Camonical 
obedience made by every Biſhop at his Conlecration, but only a Form of re- 
- nunciation of Hereſie by any {bop who comes oft trom it to the Catholic 
' Church, and 1o thetitle of it. is, Promifſio cujnſdam Epiſcops hereſin ſuam 
anathematizantis ; and what isthis, I pray, to the oath taken by every Biſhop 
at his conſecration ? wherein he lwears, zo defend qd retain the Roman Pa- 
- pacy, axd the Royalties of St. Peter (10 their new Poxtifical hath it, whereas 
in the old one it was reoul.zs Santtorum Patrum) againſt all mes, And was 
this no more than a bare Oath of Canonical obedience ? The firſt mention 
we meet with of any Oath of Cazozical obedience taken by men in Orders, is 
in the eleventh Council of '[ oledo cap. 10. held, faith Loayſa, A. D.675. and 
therein indeed they ſay it is expeazbite, a matter they judge expeatent, 
' That thoſe 1# orders ſhould, Promiſſionis ſux vota ſub cautione ſpondere, 
. bind themſelves by promiſe to obſerve the Catholick Faith, and obey thetr Su- 
periours : buthere is nothing at all concerning any oath to be taken by all 
. Biſhops to the Pope, though Bellarmize produce it to that purpole. For 
. that was much later than the time of this Conrcil, it beginning at the time 
. of the conteſts between the Popes and Prixces about Javeſtitnres ; then the 
Pope to ſecure as many as he could to himſelh, binds them in Oath of Fealty 
and Allegiaxce, rather than Canonical Obedience to himſelf : by which, as 
Spalatexſis truly ſaith, he makes the Biſhops his flaves and waſſals. And 
therefore in another place, he juſtly wonders, that any Chriſt:az Princes 
will ſuffer any Biſhops to make+that Homage by this Oath tothe Pope, which 
1s only due to themſelves. For, ſaith he, 7 hat Oath which was only of Ca- 
ronical obedience before, they have turned it into abſolute homage to the Pope, 
fo that none can be conſecrated Biſhops without it. But yet you would per- 
ſwade us, that notwithflanding this Oath they may proceed and vote againſt 
the Pope himſclf. Surely, Pope Pizs 2. was of another mind, who (as the 
Apperdixto Urſpergenſis tells us) in an Epiltle to the Chapter at Merts, 
faith, T hat to ſpeak truth againſt the Pope, ts to break their Oath, But all this 
will moreevidently appear, if we producethe form of the Oath it ſelf, I 
mean not that in the old Roar Pontifical, but that which was taken in 
Tulizs the third's time, which was 1n the time of the ſitting of the Council 
of Trent. In which, beſides in the firſt place a promile of obedience to 
the Pope and his Succeſſours, and a promiſe of concealment of all his 
Councils, there are theſe expreſs words, Jura, honores, privilegia, & autho- 
ritatem Romane Eccleſie, Domini noſtri Pape & ſuccefſorum predictorum 
conſervare, defendere, anoere, & promovere curabo. I will take care to pre- 
ſerve, defend, increaſe, aud promote the rights, honours, privileages, and au- 
thority of the Roman Church, and of our Lord the Pope and his Succeſſours 
aforeſaid ; but leſt this ſhould not be full enough, there follows another 
clauſe, Nec ero iz Concilo, in fatto, ſeu traitatu, in quibus contra Dominum 
noſtrum, vel Romanam Eccleſiam, aliqua ſiniftra ſive prajudicialia perfonarum, 
juris, honoris, ſtatis, & poteſtatis eorum, machinentur. Et, fi talia a quibuſ- 
dam traitari coonovero, aut procurari, impediam hoc pro poſſe ; & quantocyus 
potero commode ſionificabo erdem Domino noſtro, vel alters per quem ad ipſiuts 
notitiam poſſit pervenire. 1 will not be in any Council, attion, or debate, i» 


which they [hall plot or contrive any thing to the prejudice of our Lord the Pope 
Cy 
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or the Roman Church, or of any perſons, right, honour, ffate or power, belogg- 
ing to them. * Was not this now a fit Oath to {end Biihops to a free Coun- 
cil with ? where the main thing to have been debated had been the 
uſurped power of the Pope and Church of Roe. He that can believe a 
Council made up of ſuch perions (who Judge this Oath lawful) to be Free, 
may think thoſe men tree to rebel againlt their Soveraign, who had but - 
juſt taken an Oath of Aegzaxce to him. Not that the Pope had any right 
or power to impoſe it, or that the Oath is in' x felt lawful; but that thoſe 
who judged both theſe things true, could not poſſibly be more obliged, 
not to alt in any meaſure againſt the Pope than they were. And there- 
fore the Pope knew what he did, when he utterly denicd to abſolve the 
Biſhops of hi. Oath, which the Srzates of the Emp:re prelled him to, as ne- 
ceſſary in order to the #xeedom of the Connci : Ne, Taid he, 1 do mor mean 
to have my hands bound up ſo. He knew well enough, how much his 7z- 
zereſt lay at ſtake, if the Biſhops were releaſed of this Oath, and therefore 
he was relolved to hold them faſt enough to lumfſelf by tg. What re- 
ſtriftions or limitations can you now find out 1n this Oath, whereby theſe 
Bibops might freely debate the power and authority of the Biſhop of Rome ? 
"They that ſwear, wor to be 17 any Council or debate agaryſt the Pope, are not 
like to make any Free Council about the matters then in Diſpute. And, Do 

ou think now the Proteſtants had no caule to except againſt this Conncyl, 
where all the Biſhops were {wore betore-hand ro maintain amd defend that 
which they molt complainedof ? And, Were there nothing elſe but this 
Oath, ſo unheard of a thing in all ancient Coarc:ls, lo contrary tothe ends of 
2 Free Council; this were enough to keep them from ever ſubmitting to the 
judgement of ſuch a Couxcil as that of 7 rent was. 

And yet this is not all neither : for his Lordſhip adds, That the Pope 
himſelf, to ſhew his charity, had declared and pronounced the Appellants Here- 
ticks, before they were condemned by the Council. 1 hope, ſaith he, an Af 
ſembly of enemies are no lawful Council ; and I think that the Decrees of ſuch 
& one are, omni jure nulla, azd carry their nullity with them through all Law. 

Ibid, Allthe Anſwer you give to this, is, That the Pope did nothing therein but in 
purſuance of the Canons of the Church which required him ſo to do, and of the 
Decrees of General Conncils, which had already condemned their Opinions far 
Hereſie. You mend the watter well : for it ſeems the Pope not only did lo, 
but was bound todoſo. For ſhame then never talk of a Free and General 
Conncil, to debate thoſe things which you ſay were already condemned 
for Herelies by General Councils. One may now ſce, What the Safe- 
condutt had been for the Proteſtants, if they had come to 7 rext z for tt 
ſeems they were condemned for Heyericks before they came there, and no- 
thing then was wanting bur execution. Burt it the Proteſtants Opinions 
were condemned for Hereſies before by General Conneils, Why was the 
Cornncil of Trent atall ſummoned ? Why was the world fo deceived witl 
the promiſes of a Free and Gezera/ Council? Why did they proceed to 
make new Decrees in thele matters? In what ancient Gezeral Councils will 
you ſhew us the Popes —_— the Infallibility of the Church of Rome 
decreed, that thoſe who held the contrary ſhould be accounted Hereticks ? 
Speak them out, that we may find our ſelves therein condemned. Give us 
a Catalogue of the reſt of your 7 ridentine Articles, and name us the General 
Councils in which they were decreed as they are there ? But this is not a, 
work for you to meddlcin. However, What my and madneſs would it 
be to account that a Free Council, jn which the things to be debated are 
looked on as condemned Herelies already, and no liberty allowed to any 
perſons todebate them ? 
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The laſt Exception you ſay of his Lordſhip, is, 424inft the ſmall number 
of Biſhops preſent at the Tridentine Council; and in the firſt place hs men- 
tions the Greeks whom he takes (lay you) to have been unjuſtly excluded; To 
this you ſay, 1. The Pope called al who had right to come : (you ſhould ſay; all 
whom he would judoe to have right to come.) 2. The Greeks, by reaſon of their 
notorious Schiſm, had excluded themſelves : And, Might not the Greeks (if 
they werein condition ) every whit as well hold a Gezeral Council among 
themſelves, and fay, The Latzzs had excluded themſelves by their noto- 
Tious Schiſmz ? You lay, It is confeſſed that no known Heretick or Schiſona- 
tick, hath right to ſit in Council : but ſtill you make your own ſelyes Judges, 
Who are Oxthodox, and who Hereticks and Schiſmaticks ; and, Might 
not the Greeks again ſay the very ſame of you? and for all thatI know, 
with much more truth and reaſon. It was then very like to be a Geme- 
ral Council, when the Pove and his party mult fit as Fudges, Who were to 
be admitted, and who not ; Might not the Dozaziſts in Africa have call'd their 
Conncil of ſeventy Biſhops an Oecumenical Council upon the ſame grounds . 
becauſe they accounted none to belong to the Church, but ſuch as were 
of their own party ? And it they did not belong to the Church, they could 
 havenoright to ſit in Council. It ſeems, the more uncharitable you are, 
the freer your Conzcilsare ; For the Pope may, by pronouncing men Here- 
ticks and Schiſpaticks, keep them from coming to Councils, and appear- 
ing againſt him there : and the Council be never the leſs General for all 
that. If the Greeks be not called to the Council, = may thank them- 
ſelves, they are zotoriows Schiſmaticks, and, if we believe you, Hereticks 
too ; If the Proteſtants be not admitted, it 15 their own fault they are con- 
demned Hereticks ; ifnone appear from any other more remote Churches, ſtill 
the ſame plea will ſerve toexclude them all. For my part I much approve 
the ſaying of Engenizs in the Council of Florence, when they ſpake of the 
paucity of Biſhops for a General Council, That where he and the Emperor, 
and the Patriarch of Conſtantinople were preſent, there was a Gereral Coun- 
cil, though there were no more. And Pope Pins the fourth might have ſaved 
a great dcal of money in his purſe, with which he maintained his Biſhops Er- 
rant at that Council, had he been of the ſame mind. Bur the ſcene of 
things was altered in Exrope; there were ſuch clamours made for a Gepe- 
ral Council, that ſomething muſt be done to fatisfie the world : and, as 
long as the Pope knew how to manage the buſineſs, there would be nothing 
pom. breed ſogreat danger init. He therefore barely ſummons a Council, 
without acquainting any of the Eaſter Patriarchs with it (as was the cu- 
ſtome in the ancient Gereral Conycils) among whom it was debated after 
the Emperours indifting of it ; theſe ſummoned by the Emperors order 
their Metrepolitans, the Metropolitans the Biſhops ; the Biſhops they 
agreed among themſelves, who ſhould go to the Council, who on that ac- 
count might be ſaid to repreſent thoſe Churches from whence they came. 
What was there like this in the Council of Trexe? What meſſages were 
there ſent to the Eaſtern Patriarchs of Conſtantinople, Antioch, and Ale- 
xandria ? What Mctropolitans came thence ? What B:ſhops by the con- 
ſent of thoſe Churches ? And, if there were nothing of all this, What bold- 
nels is it to call this a Gezeral Council ? Juſt by the ſame figure that your 
Church is called the Catholick Church ; which 1s, by an inſufterable Catachre- 
fs. And mult fix fugitive Greek-Biſhops give vote here for all the 
Eaftern Churches; and two fugitive Exgliſh-Biſhbops for all the Church of 
Frzland? Ido not then atall wonder, How eaſily this might be a General 
Council, though there were ſo very few perſons in molt of the Seffons of 
it. But you fay, There was #0 need of ary particular ſending from the Greeks, 
as the caſe then ſtood, and ftill contenaes 5 "tis ſufficient they were called ” 
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the Pope. Suflicient indeed for your purpoſe ; but not at all for a Gezeral 
Council; For if the Greek Chrrches had been in condition to have ſent an 
equal number of Eſter to Weſtern Biſhops, the Poprs would rather have 
lolt all, than ſtood to the judgement of ſucha Corzcil. And this you know 
well enough, for all, your ſaying, That the Greek Church condemns the Pro- 
reſtants : YOU dread the Greet Chrrches meeting you in a Free Gemeral 
Conncil;, and therefore to prevent that, they mult be called Schiſmatichs, 
and excluded as ſuch, though you would never permit the debate of the 
Schiſm 1n a Free Conneil. As the cafe then ſtood, and flill continues, there 
w.1s n0 need of ſending. And, Why 10? Is it becauſe thole Churches were 
then under perſecutions, and are ſtill, and therefore there is no hopes that 
the Biſhops ſhould come to a General Conn? But all that thence tollows, 
is, that as things ſtood then, and do ſtill, there can be no truly Gexeral 
Conncil ; and that is a juſt inference : but I ſuppoſe you rather mean, be- 
cauſe thoſe Churches were then in Schiſaz, and are ſtill, which till diſco- 


vers what a wonderful good opinion you have of your ſelves, and how un- 


charitable you are toall others. And fo great 1s the cxcellency of your 
Biſhops, that one of them may repreſent a whole Nation ; and ſo about fifty 
will be morethan ſufficient for the whole world. And therefore I rather 
wonder there were ſo many Biſhops at Trezt ; for, if the Pope pleaſed, as 
he made Patriarchs, Primats, and Arch-Biſhops of ſuch places where they 
never durſ{t go (which he knew well enough) it had been bur appointing 
ſuch to ſtand for ſuch a Nato, and ſuch for another, and a ſmall number 
might have ſerved turn, without putting any to the trouble of coming 
from any forraign Countreys at all. For otherwile, if we go about to examine 
the numbers of Biſhops, by their proportions to the Churches they come 
from, as it ought to be in Gezeral Coupcils, we ſhall find a moſt pitiful ac- 
count in the Council of Trent. 

For as his Lordſhip ſaith, Is zt to be accounted a General Council, that in 
many Seſſions had ſcarce tew Arch-Biſhops, or forty or fifty Biſhops preſeut ? In 
all the Seſſions under Paul 3. but two Frenchmen, and ſometimes none ; as in 
the ſixth, under Julius 3. whes Henry 2. of France proteſted againſt that 
Council. And from England but oxe or two (by your own confeſſion ) and 
thoſe not ſent by Authority. And the French (he laith) held off till the Car- 
dinal of Lorrain was got to Rome. As for the Spaxiards, they laboured for 
many things upon good grounds, but were moſt unworthily over-hory, Now 
to this you havea double Anſwer ready, 1. That miſ/ion or deputation, is 
not of abſolute neceſſity, but only of Canonical proviſion, wha time or ſtate of 
the Countreys whence Biſhops are ſent, will permit ; in other caſes, it ſufficeth 
they be called by the Pope. 2. For thoſe who were abſent, the impediment was uot 
on the Councils part ; and in the latter Seſſions ( wherein all that had beer 
formerly defined by the Count, was de Novo confirmed and ratified by the 
unanimous conſent of all the Prelates ) "tis manifeſt, the Connetl was ſo full, that 
in the number of Biſhops it exceeded ſome of the firſt four General Conncils. 1 
begin with your firſt Anſwer, which neceſſarily implies, that 4 Gezeral 
Council 1s not 1o called by repreſentation of the whole Church, but by rela- 
tionto the Popes Summons. So that if the Pope make a Gemrral Summons, 
that muſt be called a General Connecrl, though none be preſent but ſuch 
whom the Pope ſhall think fit to call thicher. But, Where do you find 
any ſuch account of a Gexeral Conn! 1n all Antiquity ? I have given you 
inſtances already of Gezeral Conncls, in which the Popes had nothing at all 
to do with the ſummoning of thein ; nay, all the four Geacral Conncils 
were called by the Emperor, and not by the Pope, as any one may ce, 
that doth not wilfully blind him{cIF. "The Pope ſometimes did beſeech and 
intreat the Emperor to call a Comer, but never preſumed to do it himſclt 
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in thoſe dayes. And this is evident, not only from the Hiſtorians, but from 
the authentick {cs of the Conncils thendelves ; and Cardinal Perron's di- 
ſtinction of the reporal and ſpiritual call of Councils, is as 1ll grounded as 
the Popes temporal and ſpiritual pover ; there being no foundation at all in 
Antiquity, nor any reaſon in the thing, tor two ſuch ſeveral Cas, the one by 
the Emperor, and the other by the Pop. Bur this is a meer evaſion, the 
evidence being ſoElear, as tothe Emperors Calling thoſe Conncils, the N+> 
CONE by Conftuntii, the Conſtantinopolitan by 1 h-oanfmns, the FE pheſine by 
the gn unicr Fheod:;ſi:s, the Chalcedonian by Martian and Valentinian : 
And this ts ſo clear, that Bel/armine 1n his Recognitions confeſſeth his mi- 
ſtake 2697 the Conjtantinopolitan Conntil bring called by the Letters of Pope 
Damaſus ; and acknowledges that to be true, which I at large proved be- 
fore, 1hat the S;aodical Ep:;jtle was rot ſent by the General Conncil, but by 
another the year after. It 5 wi the calling of Conxcils belongs not of right 
to the Pop-, 1t is not his ſummoning which can make a Gezeral Conncil, with- 
out miſſion and deputation from thole Churches whom they are to re- 
preſent. And any other ſenſe of a Geaeral Council is contrary to the ſenſe 
of Arntiqn/:y,and 1s foreed, and unreaſonable in it ſelf, For it muſt be 
either abſolutely gez-ra/, or by r-preſextation; none ever imagined yet an 
abſolutely Gravral Conncil,and theretore it mult be fo called as it doth re- 
priſcat ; if 1o, then there is a neceſſity of luch a depuration. But here a 
Qeftion might ariſe, Whether thole Drpties of Churches have power by 
their own votes to oblige the Churches they are lent from, by convening in 
a Gexeral Corncil ; or elle only as they carry with them the ſenſe of thoſe 
Churches whom they repreſent : and this latter ſeems more agreeable to 
the nature of a truly Gereral Connect, whole acts mult oblige the whole 
Church. tor that can only be ſaid to be the act:of the whole Church; 
which is done by the B-{hops delivering the ſenſe of all particular Churches ; 
and it is not eaſie to underſtand, How the Univerſal Church can be obliged 
any other way ; unleſs it be proved, that Gezeral Comncils are inſtituted 
by ſome poſitive Law of Chriſt ; ſo that what 1s done by the Biſhops in them, 
muſt oblige the Catholick Church; and then we mult find out not only the 
Is/titution it ſelf, but the way and manner how Gezeral Councils thould Be 
called, of which the Scripture is wholly filent. And therefore there is no 
reaſon that there ſhould be any other Gezeral Council imagined, but by 
ſuch a,repreſentation ; and in order to this, the conſent of all thole Churches 
mult be known by the particular Bſþops, before they can concurr with 
others, ſo as to make a Gezeral Council, The moſt ſuitable way then to 
a General Council, 1s," that the Swimons of them being publiſhed by the 
conſent of Chriſtian Princes, every Prince may call together a /Vational Sy- 
zo, 11 e—_— mattersto be debated in the Conncr!, are to be diſcuſſed; 
and the ſenſe: of that Sod fully declared, which thoſe B:ſhaps who are 
appointed by it ro go to the Gezeral Council, are to carry with them, 
and there to declare the ſenſe of their particular Chyrch, and what all theſe 
Biſhops lo aſſembled doall agreein, as the ſenſe of the whole Charch, may 
be called the decree of a General Council. Or in cafe ſome great impedi- 
ment happen, that ſuch Bijhops cannot afſewble from all Chrcyes, but a 
very conſiderable number appearing and declaring themſelves, which up- 
on the fir{t notice of it, is univerſally received by all particular Churches, 
that may ex poſt-factobe called a General Conneil ; as it was with the brit 
four Oecumenical Councils. And yet that inghem there was fuch a deprra- 
tion 4s this is, appears by that expreſſion 1n the Synodical Epiſtle of the 


Biſhops of Conſtantinople before mentioned ; for in that they give this ac-" 


count, Why they could not do what the Heſtern Biſhops deſired, becaxfe 


they brought not with them the conſent of the Biſhops, who remained at home 
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to that purpoſe, Kei wet Tam pins mils ovvols, mv 4% &@ F engyfors willdsloy Ghoxs- 
mor ovytamd 21my Emzo cr, And concerning this oxly Council, Viz. at Conſtan- 
tinople, hawe we brouoht the conſent of thoſe Biſhops which remain in the Pro- 
7aces. So that they looked on the conſent of the other Biſhops, to be 
neceſffary as well as their own. But now, if we examine your' Council of 
7 rcat by this Rule, How far is it from any appearance of a Gezeral! Coun- 
c:l? What Biſhops were there ſent from the molt of Chriſtian Churches ? 
Thoſe that did appear, What equality and proportion was there among 
them ? For Voices in Gezeral Councils ought not to go by*the number of 
Biſhops, but by the number of Charches ; lo that it ſix were ſent from the 
Church of England, or France, delivering the ſenfe of thar C5urch they 
come from, they have equal Yotes with the greateſt number of 1:a/:4z 
Biſhops. But here lay the great impoſture of that Coxxci/ ; brit, that the 
Connculs being general,depended upon the Popes general Summons, though 
never {o few Biſhops appeared ; next that the Decrees of the Council were 
to be cerried by molt Yozces, and the Biſhops to give their bare placer ; 
theſe things being thus laid, when there was any fear that buſineſſes would 
not go right, it was but the Legats uling ſome art in delaying it, and ſend- 
ing intelligence to Rome, and forty Bſhmps are made together, and poſted 
to rept, to help out the number of voices; and thus it was in the caſe of 
the In{titution and Reſidence of Biſhops - And this 1s that you call, a Ge- 
zcral Council. 2. To your other, {hat what w.us wanting in number at firſt, 
was made up at laſt when all former Decrees wee confirmed by- a full number 
of Biſhops; it isoon replyed, That this 1s, asall the reſt of the proceedings 
of that Council was, but a meer Artifice. For it appears by the Hfory of 
that Couxcil, that in thelaſt Se/io under Pius 4. a Propoſition was made, 
that all the Decrees under Panland Jrlius ſhould be approved ; which was 
oppoſed, becauſe they ſaid it would be a derogation to the Authority of 
the Concil of thoſe times, if it ſhould ſeem that the things then done had 
need of a new confirmation of the Fathers, and would ſhew, that this and 
that was not all one, becauſe none can confirm his own"things. But up- 
on the French Biſhops earneſt infiſting upon it, it was determined ſimply 70 
ad them, and no more. And, Do you call this a confirming and ratify- 
ing them de novo ? So that, for all appears by this laſt Sefror, the Authority 
of thoſe [2crees, mult, as far as concerns the Conxcil, depend upon the num- 


 berof the Biſhops then preſent, which was but very ſmall certainly far a Ge- 
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eral Conncil, there being not ſo many in molt of the Se/tos, as were in the 
Donatiſts Council in Africa ; lo far were they from the number of the ancient 
General Councils. . | 

But here comes your -grand Objection in the way, That nothing is pre- 
tended by us againſt the Council of Trent, which might not haveggeen in effect 
as juſtly objetted by the Arrians acainſt the Council of Nice." But, Is not 
there eaſily diſcernable a vaſt diſparity between theſe two, which way 
locvcr we conceive them ? The one called by the Emperonr, who in perſon 
{ate in the Council, to prevent all diſorders and clancular a&tions ; the 
other by the Pope, whe preſided in 1t by his Legats, and ordered all 
things by his directions. In that of Nice, the Arrian Biſhops were as free- 
ly « axdr todebate, as any of the other ; but ic was far from being ſoat 
the Council of Trent, In the Vicene Conncil, though Alexander was no fur- 
thera party as to the Doctrimethan the other Biſhops (10 more was Leo at 
the Council of Chalcedon, or Cygl at Epheſus, though thoſe are the three 
you inſtance in before) yet he fate not as Preſident of the Conn, but 
the Emperour had the chief Inſpettion tor the right management of it, 
and for the Conciliar ations Hoſius was Preſiaent : Would the Pope have 
becn contented with ſuch a Connc! in his caſe, wherein the _—_— 
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ſhould have fate in chief, and ſome other perſon beſides the Pope to have 
preſided? If not, never go about to parallel theſe two Councils with each 
other. Again, in the Corncil of Nice, all- the Biſhops came free, with- 
out any preengagement to maintain the party of Alexander ; but 
the Biſhops at {rent were all ſworn to defend the Papal Intereſf. At 
Nice, the Biſhops themſelves debated the matters in Coptroverſie ; at 
Trent, the Divines diſpute, the Biſhops in their formalities give their Plz- 
cet, At Nice, every one was freely heard, none died for grief of checks 
. being given them for their too free ſpeaking, as there did at Treat. And 
theſe, I hope, ſhew, there was much greater reaſon for the Proteſtants 
to except againl(t the Council of Trent, than for the Arrians againſt the 
Council of Nice, And yet, beſides all theſe grounds: of diſparity, thoſe 
two remain good ſtill, which his Lordſhip inftanceth in, viz. That the 
Council of Nice proceeded wholly by the Scripture, and that the ſemtence of it 
hath been univerſally recetved by the Church, both before and after it ; nei- 
ther of which can be ſaid of the Conncil of Trext. But to theſe two you 
offer ſomething by way of Anſwer. To the firſt, That both theſe Coun- 
tils h1d the Scripture for their Rule, but not their only Rule ; for, you ſay; 
Theodoret expreſly ſayes, that in condemning the Arrian FHereſge, the Coun- 
cil of Nice grounded it ſelf upon Tradition. But T heodoret layes no ſuch 
thing ; only out of an Eoiftle of Athanafius, he layes, When the Arrians 
objected that they uſed words not,contained in Scripture, they. gave them this 
Anſver, that ſo aid they too ; b the words which they uſed; were ſuch as 
their Futhers had uſed before them ; and, Do you call this the grounding: 
the condemnation of them upon Trad#:0z? Yet, to do you right, I mu 

ſuppoſe that either you took this upon truſt, without ſearching Theodoret ; 
or, if you did, you looked no further than ——_— Traxſlation, which 
in things concerning the Papal Controverfies, doth notoriouſly trip (to ſay 
no worſe of it, as it were eaſie to manifeſt from ſeveral examples) but we 
need no more than this preſent. For whereas the words in Greek run thus, 
'EE exdowr 3Þ donfinules (dag tf 3 5 un lov, 1m iv mme Gre giv ) ainov9) on 
2 adowy wel" evonbeiug yorutfoy NeEgwy ramenelMoup. Which S:r-z9zd4us faith- 
fully renders, Nam cum ipfi ex verbis non-ſcriptis impietatem ſuanm adſtruxe- 
rint : (nuſquam enim ſcriptum reperias Ex non extantibus ; aut, Erat quando 
nox crat ;) accnſant quod per wvAtes non-ſcriptas, pie tamen excogitatas, con- 
demnati ſint, i.e. Though the Arrians madeuſe of unwritten words them- 
ſelves; yet they accufed their adverſaries for condemning them by un- 
written words ; meaning the owe, But Chriſtophorſox tranſlates 4mir), 
afferunt, and there ends the ſentence, and then makes a new ſentence. 
Quapropter ex non-ſcriptis vocibus, pie tamen excogitatis, condemnati ſunt. 
By this we ſee, What neceſligy there is of ſearching your Citations im 
Antiquity, which you deliver with ſo much confidence, as though none 
had ever looked into the Fathers but your ſelves. © But I find you ſo 
often tripping in your quotations, that where Be/larmine hath been abuſed 
by the Latin Iaterpreter, you very ſecurely follow him in it ; as in 
another place mentioned in this Chapter, where Chriſtophorſoz renders 
*n T9 migun aus, mandato literarum, which Bellarmize confidently cites, 
as importing Damaſus his power to ſummon the Coungil of Conſtantinople, 
than which nothing can be further from the meaning of thoſe words. 
Thus you ſee, how vain your attempt is, of proving that the Council of 
Nice grounded her definition on Tradition, as the Coungi! of Trent did, 
which is direaly contrary to the advice of Conſtantine, and the Proceed- 
ings of the Coxxcil, as his Lordſhip truly rold you. To the ſecond con- 


cerning the conſent of the Church, you anſwer, That the like conſent of 


the Church both is, and was, when Proteſtants firſt began. But, Will this. 
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reach to a Parity, if it were granted ? for his Lordſhip ſpeaks of the Con- 
ſcat of the Church 1n all ages, trom the Primitive and Apoſtolical times, 
1 pray, prove your Maſs, Invocation rd Saints, Worſhip of Inages, Puroa- 
zory, ec. by lucha Coxſent as this, and then you may lay, There isno ſuch 
diſparity between them : Asto what you turther add of the Conuz:/of Nite, 
condemning the Quartodecimant tor Heretichs, 1 know. not where you 
will find it, I am ſure Conſtantine is far from ſaying lo in his Epitle per- 
ſwading to Union as to that matter. Cannot the Counc:! of Wire ap> 

int time to celebrate Eafter ? or determine, that thoſe who come from 
Hereticks; ſhall not be rebaprizea, but they mult preſently condemn alf who 
dootherwile, for. Hereticks ? But you muſt be pardoned ; you are proving a 
Parity between the,Conncilof Nice and Trent, and you know you could not 
do that ſufficiently, unleſs they condemned all ditlenters in any punt ilio; 
for Hereticks. 

His Lordſhip further proves, That Trent conla be no 7ndifferent Council 
to the Church, the Pope having made himſelf a ſtrong party int ; becauſe there 
were more Italian Biſhops there, than of all Chriſtendom beſides ; yea more 
than double, For where the number of Prelates is expreſſed that had ſaff 
frage and vote 1m that Conncil, the Italians are {:t down to be a hundred 
eighty ſeven, and all the reſt make but etohty three, fo that there were more 
Italian Biſhops by a hundred and four, than of all the reſt of Chriſtendom; 
ſure (faith he) the Pope did not mean to be over-reached in this Conncil. 
And whatſoever «became of his Infallibility Stherwiſe, he might this way be 
fare to be Infallible in whatſoever he would have determined. And this with- 
out all doubt is all the Infallibility he $ath. To this, you anſwer, That the 
Popes making 4' party, is diſproved by the very argument he brings to aſſert 
it, viz. the multitude of Italian Prelates ; for, Who knows not, that the Ita- 
lians. are more divided in point of Intereſt and Dependence, than in any other 
Vation of Chriſtendom, by reaſon of the many Soveraign Principalities and 
States, into which" Italy i divided ? But, What 1s this to the purpoſe, 
unleſs you copld prove that the Ttalian Prelates were fo divided in point 
of Intereſt and dependence ? Since therefore they have all their depen- 
dence on the Pope, and not on thoſe Pr7xcipalities in which they live; 
this evaſion, though very {leight, is yet the beſt your cauſe would bear. 
And the greater you ſay, the number of Biſhopricks is 1n Italy, the more 
friends, I hope, the Pope muſt make by diſpoling them ; and, Could 
they do the Pope better ſervice, than to help him in this grand buſineſs 
at -7 rent, wherein they ſought to outvy ench other by promoting the 
Popcs Intereſ ? But not only the Proteſtants complained of this, but 
the Emperour and other Prixces, and all impartial men in Germany, 
France ; nay, and in ſome parts of ray too. - But here his Lordſhip 
encounters an Objeftion of B-//:r-mine, vie. thit in the Council of Nice 
there were as few Biſhops of the It preſent; as were of the Eaſt at Trent, 
and manifeſtly ſhews the great diſparity between the two Councils. 
i. Becauſe it is not a meer diſparity in amber which he inſiſts on, but with 
it the Popes carriage, to be ſure of a major part ; but neither the Greet 
Church in general, nor any Patriarch of the Eft, had any private intereſt to 
look to, in the Council at Nice. 2. It ws not ſo mich a diſparity between 
the Eaſtern and Weſtern Biſhops, but that there were ſo many more Italians 
and Biſhops obnoxious to the Popes Power, than of all Germany, France, 
Spain, and of all other parts of the Weſt b:ſides. 3. Even in the compariſon 
of thoſ: two Conneils, as to Eaffern and Weſtern Biſhops, there is this remark- 
able difference, that Pope Sylveſter with 275. Biſhops *confirmed the Council 
at Nice, but the Council at Trent w.is never confirmed by any Council of 


Eftern Biſhops. To the two firſt of theſe you Anſwer with your beſt 
property, 
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property, ſence. Only you' would fain perſwade ſome {ily people (it 
there be any lo weak in the world that enquire into ſuch things ) That 
the Pope has no private intereſt at Trent, but what was common to him with 
other Biſhops. You ſhould have done well to have commended the ex- 
cellency of an zplicite Faith, before you had uttered a thins {6 contrary 
to the ſenſe of the whole Chriſtian World. To the third you conftels, 


It i ſome diſparity, but nothing to the purpoſe, becauſe if the Pope himſelf 


had ratified them, the Council would have had as much anthority as by that ac- 
ceſſory Aſſembly. "1 he more to blame was the Pope a great deal, for put- 
ting ſo many Biſhops to fo needleſs a trouble. But you ſay further, 
This Conncil was not held juſf at the ſame time. But Binins tells you, it 
was held afſoonas might be, after the notice of what was done at Nice ; 
ſhew us the like of the Exjterz Biſhops at any time, and we will nor 
quarrel with you, becaule it was not at the fame time : Though theſe 
Anſwers may paſs tor want of better, they come not near your laſt, 
which is a prodigious one, the ſenſe of it being, Thar the Doitrine of 
Faith defined by the Council of Trent was more univerſally received in the 
Church, than that of the Council of Nice. For that of Trent, you ſay, was 
univerſally received by the whole Catholick Church, and hath been more c0n- 
ftantly held ever ſince ; whereas many Provinces, either in whole or in part, 
deſerted the Faith defined at Nice, and embraced the Arrian Hereſie. It 
ſcems then, the twelve good Articles of 7rext have been more generally 
received by the Catholick Church, than the eternal exiſtence of the Son of 
God ; and conſequently, that you are more bound to believe the Do- 
Etrine of Purgatory, or Tranſubſtantiation, than that the Sox 3s of the [ame 
ſubſtance with the Father : For your grounds of Faith being reſolved in- 
tothe Churches Infallibility, you cannot believe that which hath been fo 
much queſtioned in the Church, ſo firmly as that which hath been univer- 
ſally believed and conſtantly held. But the univerſal reception of the 
Do#trine of the Councilof Trent by the whole Catholick Chrrch, is ſo into- 
lerable a falſhood, that you would ſcarce have vented it, unleſs it were 
your deſign to write for the Wherſtoxe. | 

To A. C.*s objeCtion, That neither French, nor Spaniſh, nor Schiſmatical 
Greel's did agree with the Proteſtants in thoſe points which were defined by 
the Council, his Lordſhip anſwers, That there can be no certainty, who did 
agree, and who wot, (or who might have agreed before the Council ended ) 
becauſe they were not admitted to a fair and free diſpute. And it may be 
too, ſome Decrees would have been more favourable to them, had not the 
care of the Popes Intereſ# made them ſowrer. Here you complain, of his 
Lordſhips falling again to his Surmizes, of the Biſhops being over-awed by 


the Popes Authority in the Council ; which you call az empry and injuri-: 


ous ſuſpicion, an unworthy accuſation, and arguing the want of Chriſtian cha- 
rity. But uſually when you ſtorm the moſt, you are the moſt guilty. 
For if you call this an empty ſuſpicion, &c. you charge many more 
with it beſides his Lordſhip, and thoſe, the greateſt of your own Com- 
munion:;; what meant elſe, the frequent Proreffations of the Freach and 
Spaniſh Ambaſſadours, in which they often declared, that as things were 
managed, the Connri! was wot Free ? What meant thoſe words of the 
Emperoar Ferdinand, \n his Letters to the Legats and the Pope ? That 
the Liberty of the Council w.s impeached chiefly by three cauſes : one, be- 
cauſe every thing was firſt conſulted of at Rome :; another, becauſe the Le- 
gats had aſſumed to themſelves only the liberty of propoſing, which ought to 
be common to all : the third, becauſe of the practices which ſome Prelats in- 
tereſted in the Greatweſs of the Court of Rome 4id make. The French Am- 
baſſadour, Monſieur d: Lanſac writ to the Kzng Ins Maſter, That the Pope 


WAS 


Re a nr Rn as ny © 


ON II So OS ORTI—_—_————— 


46} 


— 


P, 23”. 


TR. Ts Conc- 
Þ- 449» 


Ibid; 


P. 22T: 


Ibid. n. 8. 


Hiſt. Council 
of Trent, |. 7 
þ. 683, 


— ")Y'OC_ re I ooo es —_ CC 
— —— CN —— — ww Wl 


464 


Of the Council of Trent. Part 'T] - 


P. 238. 


. was ſo much Maſter of this Council, that his Penſioners whatſoever the Em- 


erours or we do remonſtrate to them, will do but what they liſt. Several 
of the like nature might eaſily be produced, ſo that it 15 not his Lord- 
ſhip only is guilty of this wazz of chariry (as you call it) bur all impar- 
tial perſons, who were moſt acquainted with the 4farrs of that Coun- 
cil, Whole judgement is certainly much more to be taken than ſuch 
who have {worn to defend it. But you have an excellent Argument 
to prove the Council Free, becauſe the Biſhops of the Council continued in 
the Faith and Doftrine of it as long as they lived, And had they not 
good reaſon ſo to do, —_—— were {worn beforc-hand to defend the 
Pope, and having ſecured him from danger of Reformation by the Coux- 
cil, and ſubſcribed the Decrees of it, they were as much bound to de- 
fend their own as. And although it is well enough known what pra- 
ftices were uſed to bring off the French and Spaniſh Biſhops ; yet when 
they were brought off, what a ſhame would it have been for them to 
have revolted from their own S#b/criptions ? But what is this to that 
General freedom which was defired by the Romax Catholick Princes for 
Reformation of the Court of Rome, and by Proteſtants both of the Court 
and Church ? Was the Conncil any thing the more tree, becauſe that 
party which met there continued in what they had done ? fuſt, as if a 
part of a Conmon-Council Thould ſuffer only ſuch perſons to come there 
whom they thought fit, and ſuffer nothing to be debated, but what two 
or three of the leading men ſhould propound, and yet this be call'd a 
free Common-Conncil, becauſe they who were of it, did after they had 
done, perſiftinit ? And thus is all you have to plead for the Freedom: of the 

Conncil of Trext. 
Touching the Greek Church and the writings of the Patriarch Hiere- 
mias, it is to little purpoſe, to ſay, That they differ from ws in ſeveral 
things, unleſs you could prove, that they did agree with you in all. 
And if (as you lay) they do condemn Proteſtantiſm, you cannot but 
know they do much more condemn Popery ; and that in ſome of the 
main Articles of it. And therefore we have reaſon to believe, that you 
more dread a Free Council, wherein the Greek Churches may be admitted 
to equal votes with the Zariz, than the Prozeſtazts do the judgement of 
the Greet Church. For it is ſufficiently known, how much the Greeks 
agree with us in the oppoſition to the great points of the Popes Supre- 
macy, and the Ifallibility of the Church of Rome; how far they are from 
the belief of Purgatory in your ſenſe, and ſeveral other things which 
are contained in the Decrees of the Council of Trext : If the Patriarch 
Hieremias did not in all thing agree with the Lutherax Divines, doth 
it thence follow, that he would ſubſcribe to the Conncil of Trent ? Put 
becauſe you pretend to give us a full account of the proceedings, be- 
tween the Patriarch Hieremias, and the Luthera» Divines, we muſt a 
little further enquire into them. You tell us then, Thar about the end 
of the laſt Century, ſome eminent Proteſtants of the Lutheran party, enaea- 
wvoured to feel the pulſe of the Greek Church, to ſee if they could there find 
any Symptoms of their own diſeaſe. The deſign was (you ſay) re cloſe 
with the Greeks, for the better making out the pretended perpetual ſucceſſion of 
their Church ; which Projett they fo hotly purſued, though formerly in vain 
attempted, that they wonld not deſiſt till the Patriarch being ſettled in his 
Throne, they had ſent him the ſum of their reformed belief, drawa up ac- 
cording to the Auguſtane Confeſſion. After a long entercourſe of letters, an- 
ſwers, and replies mutua'ly continued for ſome years, and all Arguments uſed 
that might induce the Patriarch to recerve them into his communion, he conld wot 
be courted to ſo much as the leaſt (hew of approving their Doitrine : but did 
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in all his dnſwers clearly confirm the Tenets of the Roman Catho!ich Churcn; 
which thoſe Lutherans endeavoured to overthrow, In ſo much, that te Pa- 
triarch tyred with their importunity, gave them a rebuke for their departure 
from the Dottrine of the Catholick Church, and deſired them not to trouble 
him any more with their writings. A very formal {tory ! One would ex- 
peX the next news {hould have been, that the Patriarch had come to 
kiſs his Hotneſss feet, or at leaſt ſubſcribed to the Conncil of Trear, But 
all your ſtories out of the Eaff have not ſo much zruth as forzality in 
them : witneſs one for all, that ſolemn /egation from Gabriel Patriarch of 
Alexandria, to Pope Clement 8, wherein an acknowledgement was made 
of the Popes Supremacyas Head of the Church ; upon which, ſuch joy was 
conceived ar Rome, that Baronias unmeaſurably triumphs upon it, and 
ſayes, it tends as much to the joy of Catholicks, as to the confuſion 
of Hereticks : and therefore hath very ſolemnly publiſhed the Le- 
gation 1t ſelf at the end of the fixth Tome of his Arnals ; but upon a 
further examination of it, it was all found to be a meer fiction and im- 
poſture of one Bartoy, as both Thuaxus and Thomas a Jeſu confeſs. But 
we mult ſuppoſe no ſuch danger in this ſtory, for you tell us, You hive it 
from Spondanus, and he out of the writings of thoſe Proteſtants themſelves : 
but I much rather believeby the circumſtances of your _— that either 
70u, or Spondanw, had it from Socolowins their virulent adverſary, who 
aving clancularly procured a Copy of the Patriarchs Anlwer, he pub- 
liſhes it in Latiz with the title of Cexſurs Oriextalis Eccleſie, and gives 
much the ſame account as you. do here. In which thereare rwo grand 
miſtakes, firſt, as to the deſign, which you lay, was to be admitted into 
Communion with the Greek Church : The ſecond, as to the event which 
you ſay was, That the Patriarch did not ſhew the leaſt approbation of 
their Dottrine, but did in all his Agſiers confirm the Tenets of the Roman 
Catholick Church. Both which, how notoriouſly falſe they are, will pre- 
ſently appear by a full account of the circumſtances of this affair, We 
muſt know then, that the news of the Latherans appearing in Germany 
againlt the Pope being ſpread at Conſtantinople, great enquiry was made 
what their dottrine was, and they were repreſented (by whoſe arts one 
may eaſily gueſs) as men holding ſtrange opinions, denying the Divinity 
of Chriſt, &c. as appears by a letter lately publiſhed of a D#vize about 
that time reſident 11 Conft.zattzople ; and withall, that they were defamed 
genera'ly as perſons of »o Religion at all, and of wicked and flagitions lives ; 
upon this, thoſe German Divines lend by Stephanns Gerlachins Chaplain to 
the Emperours Embaſſadour, a Greek copy of the Auguſtan Confeſſion, Marti- 
ns Cruſius having before lent a letter only of reſpect to the Patriarch Hie- 
remias ; who by the means of Cantaruzenus was made Patriarch in the 
room of Mectrophanes, who was then depoſed. Gerlachins, as appears by 
a letter of his dated 1fay 24. 4. 1575. carries the copy of the Auguſta 
Confe/ſron to the Patriarch, who then had his Council about him, which 
with great joy and delight, he faich, he read in the preſence of them, and 
delivercd it to he read to the Prefs and Calogert ; but five points he fe- 
lected out of it to be further diſcuſſed, and when afterwards he waited 
on the Pautriarchto know ls judgement concerning it, Foharnes Argon: 
Lis, who was then the Rh-tor Patriarchices a kind of Chancellour to him, 
told him, that having read it almoit all over, they approved almoſt all, 
except that abort proceſ/ian of the Floly Ghoſt from th: Son, and unteavened 
Lread ; but he varticularly defired the Patriarch to return an Anſwer to 
the D:-v1225, who ſent it with his judgement upon it : and having ſpoken 
with the Krogh of /\ceand others, they leemed very much pleaſed 
with that Coofrron, With the Parriarchs letter Johawnes Zooomal es 
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_ writes to Martin Crnſins, and therein tells him, that though in all things 


the Patriarch did not afſent to them ; yet it might be evident to all 
os & ms BET aSREFTS 3 TVVERmKATECS IS Ts mISEWS ouuparimls, That they did arree rn the 
moſt important Articles of Chriſtian Faith ; and that in other thinos they mtoht 
eaſily agree, if they left the new and ſtrange cuſtoms and adhred to the Cathg- 
lick Charch with them, and there was the greater hopes of it *&rigav auger 
rep mor T6) Tis To6:TBuTeces Porn; dgyepa, v74 Th 12] amy CHLANGIE, £102 wil)\or Era Ticay & v71- 
02 294 wy Tus YIxgh 5 UTE UYNYA olts xz T3 YEN GUY, Since neither part ard anree with 
the Biſhop of old Rome, or the Church which joynes with him, but bath oppoſe the 
evil cuſtomes and abuſes which come by him : which bears the ſame date with 
the Patriarchs firſt Anſwer to the Txbize Divines May 15.1576. Ani the 
Patriarch in his letter heartily wiſhes an union and conjunttion between them, 
From hence we may eaſily gather, how true both rhoſe things were, + -. 
That the intent of their writing was, to be admitted into the communion of the 
Greek Church, and that the Patriarch did aot in the leaſt ayprove therr Do- 
Frrine, but confirmed the Tenets of the Roman Catholick Church. But we 
muſt look further into the Writings themſelves, to ſce how far they agreed, 
and wherein they differed. It appears then, that the Parr:arch did pro- 
feſs his conſent with them in theſe things, beſides the Articles of the Cee, 
and the [75/02 of Chriſt, and other more general points, v2. Tht the 
Sacrament was to be received in both kinds, that the 1ſ- of marriage was wot 
to be abſolutely forbidden the Clergy, though their cuſtom is, that they mutt 
be married before they take Orders ; beſides the grand Articles of the 
Popes Supremacy, and the Roman Churches Infallibility ; Doth he that Joyns 
with them in theſe things not in the leaſt approve their DoArine, but con- 
firm the Texers of the Romaz Catholick Chnrch ? But withall, it muſt be 
confeſſed, thar beſides that common Article of the Proceſſion of th» Spirit, 
wherein he diſputes moſt earneſtly ; there are tive others, in which they 
diſſented from each other, about Free will, muſtificatioa by Faith, the aumbcr 
of Sacraments, Invocation of Saints, aud Monaſtich life, and about theſe 
the remaining diſputes were. In ſomeof which it is cafie to diſcern how 
far the right ſtate of the qucltion was from being apprehended, which 
the Lutheran Divines perceiving lent him a larger and fuller explication 
of their mind in a body of D:vin'ry in Gre ; but the Parriarchs troubles 
coming on, Cartacuzemrrs depoling him too, and other bulinefles taking 
him off upon his re/tauration, he breaks oft the Conference between them. 
But although he ditfered trom them in thele things, yer he was far enough 
from rebuking them for departing from the Romay Chnrch, any, » 
was deſirous they {ſhould have joyned with them in the a Pprobarion of 
ſuch things as were in «ſe among themſelves. And in thoſe things in which 
he ſeems to plead for lome practices in uſe in the Roman Church, yer there 
are many conſiderable circumitances about them, wherein they difter 
from the Church of Rowe, as hath been maniteſted by inany others. As in 
the Article of Invocation of Juats, the Patriarch faith, '/ hy an not property 
Tavocate Saints but Goa, for neither Peter nor Paul do hor us, UPON which 
ground it 1s impoſſible to maintain the Roh Doctrine of Iatocation of 
Siunts, Andin molt of the other, the main diflercnce lies in the want of 
4 true State of the 2:4 {roms berwern them. But 1s this any ſuch great 
matter of admiration, that the Paz; zarch upon the tirlt fight of their co 
{<//ioz ſhould declare 1s diiſent from them in theſe things ? Ir 15 well 
enough known, how muci1 Brbari/o; had crept into the Greek Church 
after their being ſubducd by the 7 zrfs, the means of /7ſtrucfion being tiken 
trom them, and it being very rate at rhat time to havgny Sy 79-5 at all, 
in {o much, that one of their Ca/ogers being more Jearned than the rett, and 
preaching there in Lez:, was thereby | under great fuſpicion, end ar laft 
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was by the Patriarch himſelt ſent out of the way. It is therefore more to 
be wondered they ſhould preſerve ſo much of the Doftrine of Faith entire 
as they have done, than that any corrupt praCtices ſhould prevail amongt 
them. The moſt then, which you can make of the judgement of the Pa- 
triarch Hieremias, IS, that in ſome things he was oppolite to the Proteſtants, 
as in others to the Church of Rowe. But what would you have ſaid, if any 
Patriarch of Conſtantinople had declared his conſent ſo tully with the Church 
of Rowe, as the Patriarch Cyril did afterwards with the Proteſtants ? who 
on that account ſuffered ſo much by the praCtices of the Jeſurts, of whom 
he complains in his Epiſtle to Utezbogard, And although a Fa&tion was 
raiſed againſt him by Parthenins who ſucceeded him, yet another Parthe- 
nius ſucceeding him ſtood up in vindication of him. Since therefore ſuch 
different opinions have been among them about the preſent Controverſies 
of the Chriſtian world, and there being no declared Confeſſion of their 
Faith which is owned by the whole Greek Church, as to theſe things ; there 
ean be no confident pronouncing what their judgement is, as toall our dif- 


ferences, till they have further declared themſelves. 
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PaxT Il. 
© Of Particular Controverſies. 


CHAP. I. 
Of the Tnfallibility of General Councils. 


How far this tends to the ending Controverſies. Tmo diſtint# Queſtions con- 


cermmng the Infallibility, and Authority of General Councils. The firſt 
entred upon, with the ſtate of the Queſtion. That there can be zo certain- 
ty of faith that General Councils are infallible ; nor that the particular de- 
crees of any of thers are ſo : which are largelyproved. Pighius his Arguments 
againſt the Divine Inſtitution of General Councils. The places of Scripture 
conſidered, which are brought for the Churches infallibility, and that theſe 
cannot prove that General Councils are ſo ; Matth. 18. 20. ACts 1. 28; 
particularly anſwered. The ſenſe of the Fathers in their hich expreſſions of 


. the decrees of Conncils; No conſent of the Church as to their infallibility. The 


place of St, Auſtin about the amendment of former General Conncils by latter, 
at large vindicated. No other places in S. Auſtin prove them infallibleg 
but many to the contrary: General Councils cannot be infallible in the con- 
eluſion, if not inthe uſe of the means. No ſuch infallibility, without as im- 
mediate a revelation as the Prophets and Apoſtles had : taking Infallibility 
not for an abſolute unerring power, but ſuch as comes by a promiſe of Divine 
Aſſiſtance preſerving from errour.* No obligation to internal aſſent, but 
from immediate Divine Authority. Of the conſiſtency of Faith and reaſon in 
things propourded to be believed; The ſuitableneſs of the contrary Dottrine 


zo the Romanifts principles. 


SF high pretences and latge promiſes were the only things, 
b which we ought to value any Church for, there were 
d none comparable to the Charch of Rome. For there 

can be nothing imagined amiſs in the Chriſt;iaz world, 
but, if we believe the bills her Fattours ſet up, ſhe hath 
an I»fallible cure for it. If any enquire into the grounds 
of Religion, they tell us, that her teſtimony only cart 


give them Infallible Certainty ; if any are afraid of miſtaking in opintons, 
they have the only 1»fallible Judge of Controverſies to go to; if any Com 
plain of the rentsand diviſions of the Chriſtian world, they have lar 
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wantingingrathand: realty mulſtÞe helped out with the greater. confidence - 


and ſo we ſhall find it to be in theſe [»falble prezeaders, who fall ſhort in no- 
thing more than where they lay the higheſt claim to I»fa/ll/b:1iry. Thus we 
havealready manifeſted, that none have more weakened F:izh, than ſuch 
who have given out, that they only could make it 1zfallibly certain, none 
have brought more erro%rs than that Church which arrogates to her ſelf, 
that ſhe is [»fallible ; it now remains, that we diſcover that nothing is fur- 
ther from promoting the Churches peace, than this preſent pretence of the 
Infallibility of General Councils. For the ending of Controverſies was the oc- 
caſion of this diſpute ; but this diſpute it ſelf hath cauſed more. And will 
do fo, as long as men defire to ſee reaſon for what they do. For it cannot 
be expeted, that men ſhould yield their judgements up to the decrees of 
every ſuch combination of men as {hall call it ſelf a Gezeral Conxcil, unleſs 
it be evidently proved, that. it is impoſſible they ſhould err in thoſe decrees. 
Where there be no other wayes found out for the ending ſome great Cox- 
troverſies of the Church, but by a free and Gereral Conncil, all wiſe men will 
value the Churches peace fo far as not to oppoſe the determinations of it ; it 
being the higheſt Court of Appeal which the Church hath. Burt'there is a 
great deal of difference between a ſubmiſſion for peace ſake, in thoſe things 
which are not contrary to the Fundamentals of Faith, and the aſſent of he 
mind toall the Decrees of ſuch a Council as in themſelves Infallible, For, 
ſuppoſing them ſubjeC& to errour, yet it that errour be not ſuch as doth 
over-weigh the peace of the Church, the authority of 1t may be ſo great as 
to bind mento a ſubmiſſion to them. But where they challenge an zxter- 
al aſſent by vertue of ſuch decrees, there mult be firſt proved an z»poſſib1lity 
of er7i22 in them, before any can look on themſelves as obliged to give ir. 
And while men contend about this, that which was mainly aimed at, is loſt 
by theſe contentions, which 1s the Uziry and Peace of the Church. For it 
is 2 moſt fond and unreaſonable thing, to ſuppoſe, there may not be as 
great diviſions in the world, about the wayes to end Controverſies as any 
other. Nay it isapparent, that the greateſt Controverſies this day in the 
Chriſtian world are upon this Subject. Ir 1s not therefore any high chal- 
lenge of Infallibility in any Perſon or Conncil which mult put an end to Cer: 
troverſics ; for nothing but 7ruth and reaſox can ever doit, and the more 
men pretend to unreaſonable wayes of deciding them, inſtead of ending ore 
they beget zany. For the ligher the pretences are, the more all wife men 
areapt to ſuſpect them, and to require the more clear and pregnant evi- 
dunce for what they ſay ; andit they fail in that, they have reaſon to que- 
ſtion their I»teerity much more than if they had contented themſelves with 
more moderate claims. Tor it 1s not ſaying Conncils are Infallible, will 
make men yield the ſooner to their determinations, unleſs you firſt con- 
vince their reaſon by proving that they are ſo. But if you aim at nothing 
bnt the Churches peace, you might ſave your ſelves this labour ; perſwade men 
tobe meek and humble, ſober and rational, and I dare promiſe you the Church 
fhall be more at quiet, than if you could prove all the Conncrls in the world 
to be Infallible. Yor, will that ever put a ſtop to the contentious Spirits 
of men? will that alter their tempers, or make them delight in thoſe —_ 
whic 
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which are contrary to them ? No, you only offer to apply that Phy/ick to the 
toreheads of men which {hould be zakez izwards ; if you would endeavonr 
to promote true piety and a Chriſtian Spirit in the world, that would tend 
more to the Churches peace than all your conteſts about the Izfallibility of Gene- 
ral Councils, But ſince you are reſolved to contend, the nature of my task 
requires me to follow you, which I ſhall more cheerfully do, becauſe, in 
pretence at lealt, it is for peace ſake. 

This is then the firlt of thole particular Controverſies which this laſt part 
is deſigned for the handling of, and which in the conſequence of it, brings 
in many of thoſe particular e&rrours, which we charge your Church with. 
In handling of which, I muſt (as I have hitherto done) confine my ſelf to 
thoſe /izes you have drawn for me to direct my courſe by. Only in this firſt, 
to prevent that confuſion and tediouſneſs which your diſcourſe is ſubjef to, 
I fnd it neceſſary to alter the method ſomewhat. For there being two di- 
ſtint Lvreſtions treated of, viz. Whether General Councils be Tafallible ? and 
{uppoſing them not Izfall:ble, How far they are to be ſubmitted to ? You 
have intermixed theſe two ſo together, that it will eaſily puzzle the Rea- 
der to ſee which of them it is you diſcourſe of, And although I muſt con- 
feſs his Lordihip hath gone before you in it, as his occaſion of entring into 
it required, yet now the points coming to be more fully examined, it will 
be the moſt natural and cafie method to handle them apart, and to begin 
firſt with that of Tzfallibi/zty ; for the other ſuppoſing the denial of it, it 
ought to follow the reaſons whichare given tor that denial. But although 
I thus tranſpoſe your method, I afſure you it 15 not with an intention to skip 
over any thing material, but I ſhall readily reſume the debate of it in its 
proper place. In your entrance into this diſpute, you give us very little 
hopes of any great advantage is like to come by it, becauſe, upon your 
principles, it is impoſſible we ſhould agree about the requiſites to a Geze- 
ral Conncil; for his Lordſhip wiſhing that a lawful General Council were called 
to cad Controverſies, you preſently lay, 4 pure one to be ſure, if according to 
his wiſh. Yes, too pure a greatdeal for you, tobe willing to be tryed by. 
And when his Lordſhip profeſſes, That any Gereral Conncil ſhall ſatisfie him, 
that is Lavficlly called, continued, and ended according to the ſame courſe, and 
under the [we conditions, which General Councils obſerved in the Primitive 
Church : You fay, It is too general tobe Tagenuons ; you mean, ſuch a Council 
would be too Gezeral tor your purpole ; for, you are reſolved in your fol- 
lowing words, zot to yield to ſuch a Council wherein all excommunicate Bi- 
ſhops, Hereticks and Schiſmaticks are not excluded ; which is, in ſhort, to tell 
us, You are reſolved to account none Gezeral Conncils, but ſuch as are wholly 
of your own party, 1n which the Pope ſhall fit as Judge, Who are admitted, 
and Who not ; though this be as contrary to ſenſe and reaſon, as it is tothe 
practice of the Prixztive Church, in thoſe Councils which were then called. 
In which I have already proved, that the Pope did not fit as Preſidext. 
And, as long as you hold to ſuch unreaſonable conditions, it evidently ap- 
pears, That your diſcourſes of General Councils, are meerly delnſory ; and, 


to uſe your own words, Such a Geaeral Conncil as you wonld have, is a 


meer nothina ( astoa General and Free Council ), an empty name to amuſe 
ſilly people with ; for, you require ſuch conditions 1n order to it, as are de- 
{tructive both to the freedom, and Being of a Geaeral Conncil, If there- 
fore it be true, which you ſay, {hat morally ſpeaking ſach a General Conncil, 
as Proteſtants would haze, is impoſſible to be had; tis much more true, that 
ſuch a General Co:ncil as you would have, it 1s moſt unreaſonable we 
{hould ſubmit to. For, as long as you condemn all other Biſhops, but 
thoſe of YOur OWN Church for out-laws, and defertors of the Cathnlick Church - 
and give noorher reaſon for it, but becaule you fay ſo; we thereby ſee, How 

abſolutely 
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abſolutely averſe you are from any Free Council, and that without any ſhew 
of juſtice, you condemn all others but your ſelves, without ſuffering them to 
plead for themſelves in an _ Council, where both parties may be 
equally heard. But it was wiſely ſaid of Pope Clement 7. that General Coun- 
cils are very dangerous, when the Popes Authority is called in Queſtion ; and this 
you know well enough ; for, ifa Free Council were held, the Pope himſelf 
might be found with his party tobe the greateſt out-/aws and defc#tors of the 
truly Catholick Church. But in ſuch pack'd Councils, where the Pope ſits as 
Preſident, andorders all by his Legars, I ſhall deſire you once more to rumi- 
nate over Your OWN WOY ds; What Rebel would ever be found criminal, if be 
mipht be allowed to be his own Fudge ? But of ſuch a kind of Ceacid as you 
would have, I have ſpoken ſufficiently in the ws chapter. That which 
weare now upon, is not the Hypotheſis, but the Theſis, in which we are to 
enquire, Whether ſuch a General Council as you ſuppoſe, be Infallible or no ? His 
Lordſhip maintains the negative, and you the affirmative, Your Opinion 
then is, That the Decrees of a Gexeral Conncil confirmed by the Pope, are Infalli- 
ble, and that the holding of thi, is a piece of Catholick Faith ; and that it ſecures 
«ll the members of the Church, from erring in any matter of Faith. Tor you lay, 
It ts yot de fide, that the Pope without a Council ts Infallible ; but, that Pope aud 
Council together are Infallible, you all along above aſſert to be ſo; and har 
the Decrees of General Councils fall nothing ſhort in point of certainty of the 
Scripture it ſelf'; and that the comtrary opinion does aitually expoſe and abandon 
all the adherents to it, to an unevitable wavering and uncertainty in Faith, Thele 
are your own words, in ſeveral places which I have laid together, the bet- 
ter todiſcern the ate of the Qreftion. The main thing then whereon the 
ule of General Coyrcils depends being, that this muſt be believed to be de fide, 
is order to the certainty of mens Faith, and prevention of errours ; that I may 


the better ſhew, how inſignificant all this pretext of the Ifalib:/ity of Ge- 


neral Councils, is, Tihall firſt prove from your own principles, that this can- 
not be de fide, and then examine the grounds you inliſt on for the proof of 
their 1nf«libility. 

I begin with the Fir, which will ſuKEciently demonſtrate, to how little 
purpaſe you talk of this Infallibility of Councils, tor preventing uncertainty 
of Faith, when you cannot have any certainty of Faith at allas to that prin- 
ciple which muſt prevent it. For, ſuppoſing that really Gezera/ Councils 
are Iufallible, if you cannot give me any reaſons to believe that they are 
ſo, their Decrees can have no power over my underſtanding, to oblige me 
roaſſent to them. And ſince you ſay, this principle muſt be held ae fiat, 
if there be no foundation at all for ſuch an aſſert of Faith to it, I muſt needs 
be uncertain, whatever the Decrees of thoſe Conncils be upon your own 
principles. If you require an aſſent to the Decrees of Councils as Infallible, 
there mult be an antecedent aſſent to this Propoſition, 7 hat whatſoever Cour 
cils decree, is Tnfaltible : As Icannot aſſent to any thing as Infallible, which 
is contained in Seripture, unleſs I firſt afſent to this, That the Scripture 1t ſelf 
z& Infallible. If I therefore prove from your own principles, that none can 
have an aſſent of Faith to this Propoſition, That whatever General Councils de- 
cree, is Iyfallible, then all your diſcourſe comes to nothing, and men can have 
no more certainty by their Decrees, than if they were not Intallible. And 
this I ſhall prove by theſe things ; 1. That you can have no certainty of Faith 
(Imuſtuſe your own terms ) 7 hat the Decrees of General Councils in the ge- 
neral are Infallible. 2. That you canhave no ſuch certainty as to the Decrees of 
any Leneral Council in particular. 

1. That you cannot in the gentral have any certainty of Faith 2s to the Infal- 
libility of General Councils. For, 1. What Infalhible Teſtimony have you 
for this, without which, you ſay, No certainty of Fuith 15 to be had ? It 1s 

not 
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not enough for you to ſay, That the Teſtimonies of Scripture you produce, 
are an Ifallible 1eſtimonyior it; for that were to make the Scripture the 
ſole Fudge of this great Comtroverſie, which you-deny to be the {o/c Fudge of 
any: And. we mult conſider this as a' preſet Controverſie, which divides 
the Church , Whether General Councils be Infallible or x0 ; Tn order to the 
ending which Controverſie, we deſire you to aſſign the way to it ; for 
you tell us, you have the only 1-f2//iblc Way of putting an end to Contro- 
verſies. Shew us therefore, which way this muſt be ended in the firſt 

lace ? Not by Scripture, for that were to come wholly over to us; and if 


: may decide this Controverſie, it may as well all others. Who muſt then? 


The Pope ? That cannot be, for we are not bound to believe him 1»fallible, 
but only with a Gezeral Conrncil, as you tell us often. Muſt every one 
judge it by his rez/o? No, this is the private Spirit, and would leaveall 
to uncertainties. What then muſt do it? the Pope and Council together ? 
But that is it we are enquiring for, Whether we are to believe Pope and 
Council, or no : And then the reaſon is, we mult believe them, becauſe 
they ſay ſo. And, Can any _ be more ridiculous, than for you to de- 
ny that the Scriptures are to be believed for themſelves, and to aſſert, that 


the Pope and Council are to be believed for themſelves? If the Pope and 


Council then ſhould declare their Decrecs Iafallible, On what account are 
we bound to believe them to be ſo? You have found out then an excelknt 
way for ending all other Coxtroverſies that are ſo far to ſeek for ending 
this; which you cannot poſſibly do, without renouncing ſome of your 
principles, or an apparent contradiftion. But beſides this, 2. Your very 
manner of aſſerting the Infallibility of Gexzeral Councils, deſtroys all cer- 
tains of Farrh concerning it. For, you ſay, That Councils are not 1- 
7/44, unleſs they be confirmed by the Pope : which, to the apprehenſion 
of any reaſonable man, 1s, that they are not in and of themſelves Infallible, 
but by -vertue of the Popes confirmation. And therefore to lay that Coun- 
cils are Infallible, and then make that I»fallibility depend upon the Popes 
Confirmation, is meerly deluſory : for, you may as well ſay, that the 
Pope and Provizzc/ial Councils are Infallible, For, Doth the Decree re- 
ceive any zfallibility from the Conxcil, or not? If it doth, then the De- 
cree is Iyfallible, whether the Pope confirm it or no: If it doth not, then 
the Infallibility is wholly in the Pope : And he may as well make a Pro- 
vincial Council Infallible, as a Gezeral. But, ſuppoſe it be ſome promiſe 
which helps the Pope in a Gezeral Council, which doth not in a leſſer 
(though there be no reaſon for that, for he is Head of the Church inone 
as well as in the other) yet you cannot have any certainty of Faith, that 
the Council is Infallible, For, you ſay, The Popes Confirmation is nece{- 
ſary to make it Infallible; but thatzthe Pope may ixfallibly confirm the 
Council 1s no matter of Faith, and therefore the Infallibility of the Council 
can be none. For it the Councils Infallibility depend on the Popes Confir- 
mation , you can have no greater certainty of the Councils Infallibility, 
than you es that the Pope will 7zfallibly contirm it : But you can have 
no certainty of Faith , that the Pope will infallibly confirm the Conun- 
cil; therefore neither can you have any of the Conncrls Infallibility. The 
aſſumption depends upon this, that you acknowledge you can have no 
certainty of Faith, that the Pope is Infallible , but when he decrees in a 
Gezeral Connctl, i.e. that the Decrees by Pope and Conncil, are Infallible. But 

70U can have no certainty, that the Pope inthe Attof confirming them, is 
[afallible ; tor if ſo, you might aſlert it de fide, that the Pope without a 
Council, is Infallible. For his Att of Confirmation is diſtin&t from that I»- 
fallibility which lyes in the Decrees , which have paſſed both Pope and 
Council. So that if the I-fallibility of Conxcils lyes wholly in the Popes 
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Confrmation, and you can have no certainty of Faith of the Popes Infal- 
hbility, you can have no certainty of Faith of the 1zfallibility of General 
Councils. 

But, ſuppoſe we ſhould grant, that you might in pexera/ be certain of 
the Infallibility of General Councils, when we come to inſtance in any one 
of them, you can have no certaizty of Farth, as to the Irfallibility of the 
Decrees of it. For you can have no ſuch certainty, that this was a /awf# 
General Conmil, that it paſſed ſuch Decrees, that it proceeded lawfully 1n pal. 
ſing them, and that his is the certain meanine of them; and yet all theſe 
are neceſſary in order to the believing thoſe Decrees to be Infallible, with 
{uch a Faith as you call Divine. 

I. Tou can have no certainty of Faith, that this was a lawful General Cong- 
cil; for that depends upon ſuch things which you cannot fay are de fide, 
as, that the Biſhops in the Council, are lawful Biſhops, that the Pope who con- 
firms them is 4 /avful Pope ; for, by your own explication afterwards of 
your Dottrine, concerning the intention of the Prieſt, you lay, it can be but 
4 moral certainty, and that, you contend elſewhere, can be no ground for 
a Divine Faith, Beſides, you can have no more certaznty, that is a /aw- 
ful Council, whoſe Decrees you aſſent to, than you have, that thofe Bſbops 
who are excluded, are Hereticks or Schiſmaticks; but, Can you be certain of 
that with Divine Faith ? and, Whereon is that Faith built ? 

2. You can have no ſuch kind of certainty, of what Decrees were paſſed 
by them, and whether thoſe Decrees were at all confirmed by the Pope or 
no? For Bellarmin confeſſeth, No other certainty can be had of that, than 
that whereby we believe there were ſuch perſons as Cicero, or Julius Czfar ; 
and condemns Vega for ſaying, The certainty of it aepends upon the definitions 
of the Council it ſelf. Now this at the beſt, being but a humane or moral 
certainty, you muſt contradict your ſelf, if you ſay, That a Divine Faith 


| may be built upon it. 
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3. What certainty can you have, that may be a ground for Faith, that 
the Council hath proceeded lawfully ; for, 1n caſe it doth not, your own 
Authors ſay, It may not be Izfallibl: : For lo Be!lirmin anſwers in the 
caſe of the Council of Chalcedon, Concilinms legitimum poſſe errare in his que 
non legitime agit, that a lawful Council may err, in caſe it doth. mot proceed 
lawfully. Now, Who can aſſure one, that there have been no pradtzces at 
all uſed to bring off ſome men to give their Yotes with them ? It is hard 
to conceive ſuch a body of men, wherein ſome few do not ſway and go- 
vernall the reſt, and in that caſe, Can any one fay, that it was the Spzrir 
of God which governed the Council? Eſpecially it one Preſide in the Council, 
who hath authority and power above all the reſt, and that others in the 
Council have any dependence on him ; Who can then expeQ that freedom 
which is requiſite to a Gexera/ Council ? The Conncils of Ariminum and 
Seleucia, are condemned ; becauſe, though there were a very great num- 
ber of Biſhops, yer ſome out-witted all the reſt, and, by their ſubtilty, 
brought them to ſubſcribe that conteffion of Faith, which Pope Liberins af- 
terwards confirmed by his own ſubſcription. And it ſogreat a Council as 
this, mult be reprobated on that account ; Why not all others, where there 
are ſuſpicions of the ſame arts and ſubtilties ? Nay, How can a man be 
{ure there have not been ſuch arts uſed in Councils ? for it is not to be cx- 
pected, that ſuch things ſhould be much known to the world, they being 
privately managed with the greateſt ſecrecy that may be. And yet it 15 
in this caſe neceſſary to know, that the Corxci! proceeded with all fimpl- 
city and plainxeſs ; for otherwiſe their determinations may not be Infallible, 
In order to which nothing is more requiſite than that there be no one, 


wiuch hath any great Authority over them : For it the ſecovd Conn! of 
Epheſus, 
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Epheſus, lawtully ſummoned, and the Popes Legats being preſent, be there- 
fore rejeftcd, becauſe Dzoſcorzs the Patriarch of Alexandria did over-rule 
the reſt ; What aſſurance can we have of any fair dealing, where the Pope 
himſelf preſides, who hath more waies both to zerrifie and ob/ige, than ever 
Dioſcorus Could have? Beſides, ſet afide this over-awivs by ſome potent 

erſon, {uppole ſome active and ſubtil men perceiving how things are 
ike to go 1n a Conc! uſe their wits to bring off ſome men, not of ſodeep 
reach as others, to their own party, and it may be by the acce//iox of a ſmall 
number, they over-wore the reſt ; Muſt we preſently ſay, That the Sprris 
of God went off with thoſe tew men to the other party ? for the Decrees of 
Councils going by Votes, and thoſe Votes by the major part ; Who doth not 
{ce, how eafie it 1s ( when it ſtands, it may be, upon a few Votes ) to fetch 
of a number to the other ſide, And I do not know, where the Spirit of 
God hath promiſed, that where three or four men may ſo much alter the 
Decrees of a General Conncil, thole Decrees, if they paſs the »ajor part, 
ſhall be izfa//iblr, and as certain as the Scripture. To be ſure then, there 
ought to be great cozfidence of the ſimplicity of the Conncils proceedings 
where a man mult afſ-zt to them as 1zfallib : and to that end men mult 
be aſſured that they came thither without any prejudzce upon their minds; 
that when they were there, they ſought nothing but the 7 ruth and the Ho- 
our of Chriſt ; orelſe, to be ſurc,gthey are wot gathered in his name, and if 
not ſo, they cannot expect he [houla"be in the midſt of them. Now let any 
one who underſtands the world, and humane nature, ſee if he can perſwade 
himſelf, that a Conncil can have no prejudices or by-exds upon them, that 
nothing of intereſt and reputation, may {way upon them when they are 
met there, that there ſhall be no heats or contentions among them ; for if 
there be, let him then ſee, Whether he can believe them to be I»fallible ? 
If you lay, Iz 4 matter ſo highly concerning the Church, the Spirit of God will 
not ſuffer themtoerr : You mult firſt ſhew, where the Sp:ri of God hath 
promiſed this; and then, if you could, that thoſe promiſes do not ſuppoſe 
the performance of ſome conditions, which if rhey negleQ, they may want 
the effect of them. In whiclcaſe, there can be no greater aſſurance of the 


| Spirits preſence, than there isof performance of the coxdzrions, which isthe 


thing I now aim at. Beſides all which, we have known, that when it 
hath been a matter of as great concernment to the Church, as any of thoſe 
youcan fancy, great numbers of Biſhops at Sirminm, Seleucia, Ariminum, 
Epheſus, have miſcarried, and decreed that which hath been judged Here- 
fie by the Church. 

4. Suppoſe men could be aſſured of the proceedings of the Council, yet 
what certainty of Faith can be had of the waning of thoſe decrees ? for 
we ſee they are as lyable to many interpretations as any other writings. 
If the Scriptures cannot put an en. to Controverſies on thar account, how 
can Gemeral Conncils do it ? when their decrees are as lyable to a private 
ſenſe and wrono interpretation as the Scriptures are : Nay much more, for 
we have many other places to compare, the help of orig72a/ tongues, and 
the coſcat of the Primitive Church to underſtand Scriprures by : when the 


| Deecrees of Councils are many times purpoſely framed in general terms, and 


with ambiguous expreſſions to give ſatisfaction to ſome difſenting parties 
then in the Corzcil, Who knows not, what diſputes have been raiſed 
about the ſenſe of ſome of the Decrees of the Council of Trent? about 
which the ſeveral parties neither are, nor are like to be, agreed. Nay, 
Who is ſo unacquainted with the proceedings of that Council, as not to 
underſtand how much care was taken 1n many of the decrees to pals them 
in ſuch general terms, that each party might find their ſenſe in them. How 
fearſul were they of declaring themſelves, tor tear of diſobliging a partt- 
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cular party ? and are theſe the effects of an 1-fallib/e Spirit ? Since we 
know it bath been thus in ſome Conncils, Who dares venture his fah, it 
hath not been fo in others ? Who dare be confident, this or that is the 
meaning of {ach a Decree, when it may be cafable of ſeveral ſenſes ? Was it 
a ſign, that Council was [afallible, that was atraid to {peak out in a caſe of 
great conſequence and neceſſity in the Church ? the Conncil of Trent, 1 
mean, in determining, That de hozour be given to Images, without afſign- 
ing what that dre hozour was, which was the moſt needtul of all to be 
done. If the Decrees of Conncils were not ambiguous, what mean fo many 
diſputes {till about them as are in the world? And when art laſt, you lay, 


That the Councils are Infallible wben the Pope confirms them, you ay no- 


thing, more than if we ſhould ſay, That Councils are Infallible when Scri- 
trre confirms them. Nay, you ſay nothing near ſo much; for all are 
agreed, that Scriptures are Infallivle, but many among your elves are far 
from believing, that the Pope is Iyfallible., And theretore we are much 
nearer ending Controverſies, in ſaying, Councrls confirmed by Scripture are 
Tnfallible, than you are in ſaying, Councils confirmed by the Pope are ſo. 
Theſe things being thus ingthe Gezera/ premiſed, we come now to the 
particular handling this Controverſie between his Lordſhipand you. And 
for the greater clearneſs of procecding, he premiſes ſome things by way of 
confderation ; whereof the firſt is, 7hat all the power an Occumenical 
Council hath to determine, and all the afſiſtance it hath, not to err in that de- 
termination, is all from the Univerſal Body of the Church, whoſe repreſentative 
it ts. For the Government of the Church being not Monarchical, but as Chri {f 
is head, this principle is inviolable in nature ; Every body colleftive, that re- 
preſents, receives power and priviledges, from the body which is repreſented, 
elſe a repreſentation might have force without the thing it repreſents ; which 
rannot be. So, there is no power in the Council, no aſſiſtance to it, but what is in 
and to the Church. But withall his Lordſhip adds, 7 hat the repreſentative 
body cannot be ſo free from error as the whole Church, becauſe in all ſuch aſſem- 
blies many able and ſufficient men being left out, they which are preſent may 
miſs or miſapply that reaſon and ground upon which the determination is prin- 
cipally to reſt. By which means the repreſcntative body may err, whereas the 
repreſented, by vertue of thoſe members which ſaw and knew the ground, may 
hold the principle inviolated, All the Anſwer which you returnto this, is, 
'{ hat his ſuppoſition of the Churches not being Monarchical, 1s confuted already, 
( and I ſay, whatever you have produced is Anſwered already) aza that 
the power and aſſiſtance of General Conncils cannot poſſibly be communicated to 
them by the Church, but muſt proceed from the ſame fountain now, it did inthe 
Apoſtles time, V1Z. the airettion of the Holy Ghoſt ; this ſpiritual power not 
being of humane , but drvine Inſlilution ; and not proceeding ſo much from 
the abilities of the perſons, as from the co-operation of the Holy Spirit with 


them. To which reply, that all this had need be more than thus barely 
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alſerted : it being contelſed by your ſelves ( as his Lordſhip ſhews) that a 
General Connctl 1s a repreſentative of the whole Church, you ought to have 
ſhewed us the Drvize Inſtitution of this Repreſentative, and the promiles 
made to it under that notion, or elſe we way {till ſay with his Lordſhip, 
That all the power and aſſiſtance it hath, 1s by vertue of that body which 
it repreſents. But I necd not in this urge the Arguments of Proteſtants 
againit you; for in this, as in molt other Controverſies, we have enough 
trom thoſe of your own party to oppole againſt theſe affirmations of yours. 
For Albertus Pighins not only allerts, but proves, that Gexeral Councils are 
not of divine, but humane inſtitution, ariſins from a dictate of right reaſon ; 
that matters of doubt may be better debated by many prudent and experienced 
perſons than by a few. So that as the ſupream authority for ns of 
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affairs belongs to one, {0 it i moſt agreeable to right reaſon, that debates ſhould 
be by many. This he proves at large, that nothing but hym:aze reaſon is the 
foundation of Conncils in the Church ; for, laith he, Iz Scripturis Canonicis 
nullum de iis verbum eff; nec ex Apoſtoloraum znſtitutione, ſpecial: quicquam 
de illis accepit illa primitiva Chriſti Eccleſia, Trere is uot a word of them in 
Scripture, neither did the primitive Charch receive any particular order from 
the Apoſtles concerning thee : which he trom thence proves, becauſe in all 
the time of the primitive Church till the Vrceze Conncil, there is no menti- 
on at all of them, And at that time itdid not receive any zew revelation 
concerning the celebrating General Councils, but the Emperor Conſtantin:s 
zeal for the peace of the Church was the firſt cauſe and original of them. 
From whence he concludes that they have no ſupernatural or divine 1-- 
ftitution, ſed prorſus humanam, but altogether humaze : for they are, faith 
he, The invention of Conſtantine ſometimes uſeful, but not at all neceſſary. 
This man ſpeaks, intelligibly , and not like thoſe who jumble Pope and 
Conxctl together to make ſomething Izfalible between them. For he 
ſayes, It is th--better way by far to go immeaiately to the Apoſtolical See and 
conſult that, as the Infallible Oracle, 13 all doubts of Faith. And very honeſt- 
Iy tells us, That he believes Conitantine was 7gnorant of that priviledoe of 
the Holy See, wh-n he firſt iaſtituted General Councils, Than which nothing 
could be ſpoken truer. If you have then nothing more to lay for the 
Divine Inſtitution of Ga ral Councils, than what you have acquainted us 
with, it would be muclt more wiſdom 1n you to contend with Pighizes 
for the Popes Infallibility, and let that of Gemeral Councils ſhift for it ſelf, 
His Lordſhips ſecond Conſideration you admit of, viz. That thoueh the 
Att which is hammered out by many together, muſt neeas be perfeiter, than that 
which is but the child of one mans ſufficiency ; yet this cannot be Infallble, un- 
kſs it be from ſome ſpecial aſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt. Therefore omitting 
your very impertinent addition to this conlideration, Viz. So as to make 
its Decrees Infallible, ( whuch 1s the thing in queſtion) : We proceed to 


the third ; whichis, 7hat the Afiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt is without error, 


which (ſaith he ) is no queſtion ; and as little that a Council hath it. But 
the doubt that troubles, is, whether all affiflance of the Holy Ghoſt be afforded 
in ſuch a hich manner, as to canſe all the definitions of a Council in matters 
fundamental in the Faith, and in remote deanttions from it, tobe alike Infal- 
/ible. From this laſt exprefſion you would very ſubtilly infer contrary to 
his Lordlhips deſign, hat he granted General Conncils to be Infallible in 
deduttions, as well as fundamentals, but not to be alike Infallible : whereas 
it is plain, his Lordſhip means no more by al:ke I»fallble, than, Whether the 


aſſiſtance be alike in both to make them I»fallible. And this you might 


caſily perceive, but it would have P can me your cavil about 4 eraduated 
Infalltbility ; which I know none affert but your felt. This Conſideration 
brings on the main of the battel, in thoſe zexts of Scripture, which are 
molt inliſtgd on to prove the Infallibility of General Councils, viz. John 
16.13. Twill ſend you the Spirit of Truth, aud he (hall lead you into all Truth, 
John 14. 16. This Spirit (hall abide with you for ever. Matth. 28. 20. Behold 
1 am with you tothe end of the world, Matth. 16.18. The founding of the 
Church upon the Rock againſt which the gates of Hell ſhall zot prevail. Luke 
22. 32. Chriſts prayer for St, Peter, that his Faith ſhould not fail, Matth. 
18. 20. Where two or three are gathered together in my Name, I will be in the 
midſt of them. Atts 15. 28. It ſeemed good to the Holy Ghoſt, and tous, All 
which places (except the two laſt ) have been already examined as far as 


concerns any promiſe of Tfa/librlity in the queſtions concerning the | 


Churchss and the Popes Infallibility : and there being no reaſon at all given, 
why any [zfallibility at all is promiſcd by them to the Church after the 


Apoſt ies 
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Avoftles times, it may ſeem wholly needleſs to beſtow a particular conſi- 
deration again upon all of them. PFor ir 1s evident in thoſe places, all 
your drift and delign, 1s only to prove a promiſe of [xf4//:6-1iry in the 
Church, and to the Corncils only by vertue of that. But having at large 
before ſhewed, that no ſuch thing can be interred from theſe or any other 
places, that which-1s built upon 1t, 1s wholly taken away too. For the 
only pretence that you have, why Conxcils ſhould be proved hence Iin- 
fallible, is, becauſe the Church hath Infallibility promiſed by theſe texts, 
which muſt be very well proved, and much better than you have done, 
either here, or elſewhere, betore the other can be deduced from hence. 
And yet ſuppoſing I ſhould grant, that 1zfalihiliry was promiſed to the 
Church, 1 ſee no {uch neceſſary conſequence from thence , that Gexeral 
Councils mult be Izfallible : unleſs you can prove from S:ripture, that the 
Infallibility of the Church 1s meant of the Church repreſentative and not 
arffuſive ; which is a new task which you have not yet undertaken, For 
it is not enough to ſay, {hat the body of the Church is bound to believe and 
profeſs the doitrine taught by the repreſent tive, and therefore the repreſentative 


22ſt be Infallible, unleſs you could firſt prove, that there is a neceſſity of 


ſome continued Infallible reaching by the Church repre/eztative : which I 
deſpair of ever ſeeing done. I am fo tar therefore from thinking as you 
do, That theſe texts are ſufficiently clear ia themſelves to prove the Infallibili- 
ty of General Councils, that T believe a Philoſopher might hear them repeat- 


ed a hundred times over without ever imagining any ſuch thing as a Geze- 


ral Council, much leſs concluding thence, that they are Infallible. But 
becauſe you again cavil with another expreſſion of his Lordſhips, in that 
he ſaith, That no one of them doth infer, much leſs inforce Infallibility ; from 
whence you not zxfer but inforce this conſequence, that he was loth to ſay 
all of them together did not ; Tſhall therefore = you his Lordſhips An- 
{wer from all of them together. Which is likewiſe ſutHcient for every one 


_ of them. Azd for all the places together, ſaith he, weizh them with indiffe- 


rency, and either they ſpeak of the Church (including the Apoſtles) as all of them 
do ; and then all grant the woice of the Church ts Gods woice Divine and In- 
fallible, Or elſe they are general, unlimited, and appliable to private aſſemblies 
as well 2s General Councils, which none grant to be 1ufallible, but ſome mad 
-Enthuſtafts. Or elſe they are limited, not ſimply to all trith, but all neceſſary to 
alvation ; in which T ſhall eaſily grant a General Conncil cannot err, ſuffering 
it ſelf tobe lea by this Spirit of ruth in Scripture, and not taking upon it to 
lead both the Scripture and the Spirit. For, ſuppoſe theſe places or any other 
aid promiſe aſſiſt ance even to Infallibility, yet they granted it not to every 
Genera! Council, but to the Catholick body of the Church it ſelf, and if it be 1 
the whole Church prixcipally, then is it ina General. Conncil but by conſequent, 
as the Council repreſents the whole. And that which belongs to a thing by 
conſequent, doth zot otherwiſe, nor longer, belong unto it, than it couſeuts and 
cleaves to that, upoa which it ts a conſequent. And therefore a General Corn- 
cil hath not this aſſiſtance , but as it keeps to the whole Church azid Spouſe of 
Chriſt, whoſe it is to hear his Word and determine by it, And therefore if 2 
General Council will 20 ont of the Churches way, it may eaſily 20 without the 
Churches truth, Which words of his, contain fo full an Anſiver to all thele 
places together, that till thar be taken otf there is no neceſſity at all to de- 
{cend to the particular places, eſpecially thoſe which are acknowledged 
by your ſelves to ſpeak primarily of the Chuzches Infallibility. 
Yet for your ſatisfaction (morethan any ztc//;geat Readers) 1 ſhall add 
ſomewhat further, to ſhew the impertinency of the former places, and then 
conſider the force of the two laſt, which have not ver been handled. 
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I. There can be nothing drawn from promiſes made to the diffuſtue body, for 
the benefit of the repreſentative, unleſs the maker of rue promiſes did inſtitute 
that. repreſentation. Therefore, ſuppoſing that Infallibility were by theſe 
nocke> 2 beſtowed upon the Cazholick Church, yet you cannot thence infer 
that it belongs to a Gexcral Conrcil, unleſs you prove that Chrift did ap- 
point a Gezeral Conncil to repreſent the C hurch, and in that repreſentation 
zo be TIafalltble. For this Tfallibility coming meerly by promiſe, it belongs 
only to thoſe to whom the promiſe is made, and in that capacity in which 
itis made to it. For, Spiritual gifts are not bequeathable to Heirs, nor 
can be made over to A/jers ; if the Church be promiſed Infallibility, ſhe 
cannot paſs away the gitt of it to her A/izzs in a Gemeral Council, unleſs 
that power of devolution be contained in the Origizal Grant. For ſhe can 
giveno more than 1s in her power to beſtow ; but this 1»fallibility being 
out of her diſpoſal, the utmoſt that can be given to a Gereral Conncil is 4 
power to oblige the Church by the atts of it, which falls much ſhort of 1z- 
fallibility. Beſides, this repre{entation of the Church by a General Council 
is 2 thing not ſo evident from whence it ſhould come, that from a promiſe 
made to one it muſt neceſſarily be underſtood of the other. For, as Piehins 
ſayes, It cannot be © demonſtrated from T heological grounds, that a General 
Council which is ſo far from being the whole Church, that it ts not a thouſandth 
part of it, ſhould repreſent the whole Church. For either, faith he, it hath this 
from Chriſt or from the Church : but they cannot produce one tittle from Seri- 
prure, where Chriſt hath conveyed over the power and authority of” the whole 
Church to a hundred or two hundred Biſhops. If they ſay, It is from the Church . 
there are two things to be ſhewea, firſt, that it is done; and ſecondly, that it 5s 
de jure or ought to be ſo done, Firlt, it can never be ſhewed, that ſuch a 
thing ever was done by the Uz:ver/al Chnrch ; tor if it were, it muſt either 
be by ſome formal att of the Church or by a tacit conſent. Tt could not be 
by any formal af? of the Church ; For then there muſt be ſome ſuch a& of 
the Univerſal Church, preceding the being of any Gexeral Council ; for by 
that aCt they receive their Commiſſion to appear in behalf of the Univer- 

fal Church. And this could not be done in a Gezeral Council, becauſe that 
is not pretended to be the nhole Church but only to repreſent it + and there- 
fore it muſt have this power to repreſent the Church by ſomething antece- 
dent to its being. Elſe it would only arrogate this power to it ſelf with- 
out any att of the Church 1n order toit. Now that the Univerſal Church 
did ever agree in any ſuch act, is utterly impoſſible to be demonſtrated, 
either that it could be, or that it was. Yet ſucha delegation to a General 
Council rauſt be ſuppoſed in order to its repreſentation of the whole Church ; 
and this de/ gation muſt not only be before the firſt General Conncil, but, 
for all that I can ſee, before every one. For how can the Church by its a& 
in one age bind the Church in all ages ſucceeding to the as of thoſe ſeve- 
ral Councils which ſhall be choſen afterwards ? If it be ſaid, That ſuch 4 
formal att is not peceſſary, but the tacit conſent of the whole Church is ſuffict- 
ent for it : then ſuch a conſent of the Church muſt be made evident, by 
which, they did devolve over the power of the whole Church to ſucha 


repreſentative, And all thoſe muſt conſent in thar a& whoſe power the 


Council pretends to have, and ſo it cannot be ſufficient to lay, That thoſe who 
chooſe Biſhops for the Council do it ; tor then they could only repreſext thoſe 
who chole them, and ſo their authority will fall much ſhort of that of the 
whole Church. But ſuppoſe ſuch a thing were done by the whole Church, 
of which no footſteps at all appear, we muſt further enquire by what right 
or authority this is done, tor the authority of the Church being given it By 
Chriſt, it cannot be given from it lelt without his commiſſion for doing it. 
Which if we (tay till it can be produced in this caſe, we may ſtay long 
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enough before we ſee any ſuch I»f:/lible Repreſentative of the Univerſal 
Church. The utmolt then, that can be ſup; oled in this caſe, is, that the 
parts of the Church way voluntarily content ro accept of the decrees of ſuch 
a Council ; and by that voluntary act, or by the Supream anthority injoyning 
it, ſuch decrees may become obligatory. But what 1s this to an [nf:l/1b;- 
lity in the Conncil becauſe it repreſents the whole Chvrch ? For neither is 
there evidence enough for ſuch a repreſentation , neither, if there were, 


could any priviledge of that nature belong ro the repre/*tative body, be- 


cauſe of any promiſe made to the drfuſrve body of the Church. 

2. What belongs to the repre ſeztative body of the Church by wertue of 'a promiſe 
made 10 th diffuſive, can in no other ſenſe be underſtood of the repreſcutative, 
than as it belongs to the diffuſive. Becauſe no turther right can be derived 
from any than they had themſelves. Therefore ſuppoling a promiſe of 
Tafallibility made to the Church, it is neceſſary to know in what way and 
manner that promiſe belongs to it; for in no other way and manner can 
it belong to-the Council which repreſents it. If therefore the Churches 
Tafallibility lyes only in Fundamentals, the Councils Infallibility can extend 
no further. If the Churches Iafallibility doth not imply , that all the 
Church or the 24jor part ſhould be Infallible, but thar though the 12ajor 
part err, yet all the Church ſhall not, then neither can it be true of a Gezeral 
Council, that all, or the major pare ſhould be Infallible, but only that there 
ſhould be no ſuch Gezeral Council, wherein all the Biſhops ſhould err. But 
then this is utterly deſtructive to the I»fall:bi/ity of the Decrees of Gene- 


ral Councils, for thoſe muſt paſs by the major part of the Votes : Which 


Cans, one of the acuteſt of our adverſaries, was ſenſible of, and grants, 
that the major part in a General Council may err, and the leſſer part hold the 
truth ; but then, he ſaith, That the Pope 7s not bound to follow the major part. 
Which is expreſly to take away any pretext of Izfallibility from the De- 
crees of the Council, and place it wholly in the Pope : And, Why may not 
then the Pope and a Provincial Council be as Infallible, as the Pope and the 
L:ſſer part of a General Corncil ? What then do the promiſes of Infallibility 
to the Conxcil ſignifie, if the major part may definitively err ? And 
therefore Be/larmn likes not this Anſwer, as bcing too plain and open, 
but gives another as deſtructive to the Councils Intallibility , as this is. 
Which is, that iz caſe the major part doth reſiſt the better in a General Conn- 
ctl, as in that of Ariminum, azd the ſecond at Epheſus, yet that it cannot 
conguer it, How fo? Doth it not conquer it when the Decrees are paſſed 
by the major part ? No, ſaith he, for th:ſe Decrees are afterwards made void. 
Very good : But then, I ſuppoſe in the Council, the major part did conquer, 
although not after. Bur by whom are they made void ? By him to whom 
zt belones to confirm his Brethren, faith Bellarmin. Well, but the skill is, to 
know who that is in this caſe, who can reverſc the Decree of the repre/e- 
tative body of the Chvrch under the plea of confirming his Brethren ? It 1t 
be the Pope, Who reverſed the Decrees of the Connc!! of Sirminm, to 
which the Pope ſubſcribed ? And for that of Ariminum and Seleucia, Hilary 
did more to reverlc it, than ever the Pope did. Therefore others ſay, It 
1s 1n the Churches power to make void the Decrees of Geaeral Conncils, as 
ſhe did the Decrees of the Arrian Conncrls, If fo, then we plainly ſee, the 
Izfi1l-b:lty doth nor lye in the repreſentative, but in the arffuſtve body of 
the Church (hill ; if that hath the power to avoid and repeal the Decrees 
of (Gearril Conncils. So that all the Infall'bility of Councils is meerly pro- 
þ4tionary, and ſtands to the good liking and conſent of the diffuſrre body 
of rhe Church. By which means the Decrees of a Provincial Conncil be- 
ing accepted by the Church, are as I»fallible as of a General. But in 
all theſe wayes, there is no proper Izfa/4bility at all in the major part of 
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a General Council, but it wholly lyes either in the Pope, or in the d:#4{ir's 
b64y of the Church (till. : 

3. If theſe places which mention a promiſe of Infallibility to the Church, 
muſt imply the Infallibility of General Councils, as the Churches repreſentative, 
then it will thence follow, that the Decrees of General Councils are Infallible; 
whether the Pope confirm them or no. For the Infallibility is not promiſed at 


4.31 
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all mediante Papa, but virtute Eccleſie ; tor if they be infallible as repreſent- 


40g the Chnrch, they are Infallible, whether there be any .Pope or rio : for- the 
Pope doth not make rhem more repreſent the Church than they did before. 
And this is very well underſtood” and proved by thoſe, who from theſe pro- 
miſes to the Church, and from that Infallibility conſequent upon it (by l at 
adverſaries confeſſion) to a Gerneral Council, do interr the Conncils Autho- 
rity to beabove the Popes. Which is a juſt and neceſfary conſequence front 
this aſſertion, That the priviledges of the Univerſal Church, are by vertue 
of its repreſentation in a General Council, Which Doctrine was aſſerted by 


"the Conxcils of Conſtance, and Baſil, and by the Sorbonne Doftors, till their 


being Jeſuitedof late. Who have therefore aflerted, that ic might be as 
lawful to call in queſtion. the Decrees of the Council of Trext, as of thoſe 
two Councils, And whereas their adyerfaries object, That this is not de 
fide : they anſwer, It is impoſſible but that it ſhould be 4e fide, ſince it is 
decrecd by General Councils, For, fay they, Were the Fathers at Conſtawze 
and Baſil, ated by any other Spirit, than thoſe at Nicea, and Epheſus ? Why 
may not then the Council of Trent be oppoſed as well as them ? For if 
there be any difference, they had much the. advantage. In the Council of 
Coxftance (lay they) two' Popes were preſent, all. the Cardinals, two Patri- 
archs of Conſtantinople, and Antioch, and the Emperoar himſelf, and the Le- 

ats of all Chriſtian Princes; and beſidesall this, it was confirmed by Pepe 
Martin, and the As of Confirmation extant in the 45. Sefiov, And lothe 


Council of Baſil was begun, according to the Decrees of the Councils of Com: 
ftanceand Piſi, and by vertue of the Bulls of Martin and Eugenins ; and 


the Popes Leegats were Preſidents in it. So that if Gezeral Countils be Ti- 


_ fallible, it muſt be de fide Catholica, that their Authority is above the Pope?s+ 


And if fo, their Infallibility cannot depend upon his Confirmation. ' Now, 
if we ſearch into the grounds on which they build this power of, General 
Councils independently on the Pope, we ſhall find they derive it wholly 


from thoſe places of Scripture, which ſpeak ſo much concerning the Church 


and Councils, as is agreed on both ſides. And therefore /Exeas Sylvins (af- 
terwards Pim 2.) fayes, That ts not the leſs de fide, becanſe it is contradiifed 
by ſome, ſince it is founded on the promiſes of Chriſt concernias the Church, 
Since therefore the Pope himſelf 1s but Fils Ecclefre, and the Church is 
Sponſa Chriſti; they ſay, It is unreaſonable that the $92 of the Churchihould 
not be ſubjet to the Spoyſe of Chriſt. If therefore theſe promiſes concern- 
ing the Church, inferr an Infillib:lity init, and that Infallibriity be 1n a General 
Conncil, as repreſcntins the Church ; it follows thence, thatConnc:ls mult be 


_ in themſelves I-fallible, whether confirmed by the Pope or no. And we may 


ſee, how little this Opinion of Infallibility ot General Connils 15 like toftand 
between them, by the Anſwers which are given by thoſe of the other par- 
ty, who make the Popes Cont 

Council, For Canu exprelly faith, That rhe Council is [aid to be Infallible in 
n0 other ſenſe than the Church is, 1. e. in thoſe things wherein all zareed, and not 
the major part. | 

the Coancl err, the Council muſt of neceſſity err ; for thir which properly be- 
longs to the Council, is, Paſſing judgemvat in matter of Faith, or making De- 
crees : mow if that were mot the lawful Decree of the Council, which is made ty 
| | Luvfal Decree, for none paſſes without 
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the major part, there never could by 4 


Confirmation neceſlary to the In/libil:ty of the: 


B-llarmine likes not this; For, faith he, if the m4jor part of 
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ſome diff: ating : and therefore he denies that the Conncil doth fully repreſent the 
Church without the Pope. Sothat on both ſides we ſee, how pregnant theſe 
>rools arc tor rhe Conncls Infallibility, when one faith, That it they be un- 
deritood of the Church, the Councils Infallibility doth not want the Popes Con- 
firmation, the other to make the Popes Confirmation necellary, denies ſach 
an abſolute repre/cztation of the Church 1n the Council, It then the Council 
doth repreſcnr the Cherch, it is Ifallible, although not confirmed by the Pope, 
if it doth not, then the proxziſcs made to the Church cannot bclong to the 
Geaeral Gonneil, Thus I have ſhewed you, how far theſe places concernin 
(as you ſay) the [-f/ib1/;tyof the Church, are, trom proving the Lyfallibe 
lity of General Conncils. - 

"Bur, though theſe general places concerning the Charch, may not: fo 
clearly. prove the Tafallibility of Gemeral Conncls, yet, you lay, [here are 


| ſome particular places to this purpoſe. Which are, Mat. 18. 20. and Att. x 5+ 26, 


Which not having been handled already, | mult follow you more cloſely in 
the examination of them. The firlt place is, 1. 18. 20. Whore two or 
three are gathered together in my nane, there am [in the midſt of them, The 
ſubſtance of the argument fro.n this place, his Lordſhip thus repeats from 
Bellarmin. The ſtrength of the argument is not taken from theſe words alone, but 
as they are cont:niea with the former, and that the arenm:nt is dravy 3 minori 
ad majus, from the eſs to the greater, thus. If two or three gathcred in my name, 
do a(wayes obtain that which they ask at Gods hands, viz. wiſdom and [ezowledoe of 
thoſe things which are meceſſary for them : How much more ſhall all the B:tbops 
gathered together in Council, alwayes 0btarn wiſdom and lnovledoe, to Judge thoſe 
things, which belozg to the arreetion of the whole Church ? To which his Lord- 
ſhip anſwers, [hat there i very little flreneth in theſe words, either conſidered 
alone, being generally interpreted by the Fathers, of conſent in prayer, or with 
the argument 1 minort ad majus, 1. Becauſe, though that argument hold in ne- 
tural or neceſſary thinss,,. yel=z0t 172 voluntary or promiſed things, or thin 2s which 
depend upon their inſtitution. 2. Becauſe it follows not, but where, azd /o far 
2s, the thing upon which the argument is founded, aorees to the leſs : Now this 
Tafallibility doth not belong to the leſſer Conoregation, and therefore cannot be 
inferred as to the greater. Je Becauſe it depends upoa contitions hue [«ppaſed 
of being gathered together in the name of Chriſt, and therefore Sdppoſing Infalli- 
bility promiſed, he: conditions here umplyed muſt be known before ſuch a Conpre- 
gation can be known to be Infallible. 4. Becauſe Chriſts promiſe. of preſeace in 
the midſt of them, ts oalf to grant, what he ſhall find to be fit for them, not. 
inf allibly whatſoever they ſhall think ſit to ask for themſc lves. 5. Brcauſe Gre- 
gory de Valentia and Stapleton confeſs, that this place doth act properly be- 
los to prove an Infallible certainty of any ſentence in which more apree in the 
name of Chriſt, but to the efficacy of conſent for obtainins that which more ſhall 
pray for in the name of Chriſt, if at leaſt tht be for their ſouls health. Far 
elſe it would hence follyw, that not oaly the definition of a Geaeral Conncil, but. 
even of a Provincial; nay, of two or three Biſhops aathered together, is walia, 
and that without the Popes conſent. The utmolt Ican make of your reply 
totheſe Anſwers, lyes in this, '/ hat you grant that primarily and aireitly our 
Saviour doth not intend that particular Iufallibility, and this is thit which Gre- 
gory azd Stapleton .ſſerr ; but only that he ſizaified in genera), thit he would be 
preſcat with his Church, and all faithful people vathered tovether in bs name, /o 
often, anal ſo far, as ther neceſſities required h:s priſe ace, they duly 143PUOYIRG 16 
But yet the argument holds for the Infallibility of Gear ral Conmals, ani mot Nt 
tional or Provincial, becauſe the neceffittes of the Churcl, YeCHire Ons, and not the 
other : ana that it will] follow 2 minor ad majus, 11! tiny ſ prom! ed, ts well 25 
natural, where the motive ts inereaſed, anl neither vovdn'ſs nor PoVer Wanting 118 
the promiſer, Put ail thus depends on a falle ſuppolition, 744, that there 1s a 
| __peceflity 
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necefiity of [#fall;b:1ity to continue in the Church, and that all perſons are 
bound to believe the Decrees of the Connrils to be the Infallble Orxctes of 
truth : but we fay, neither of cheſe are neceſſary in the Church, and there- 
tore you have no ground to extend this promiſe of Chri/ts preſ:nce to the 
Infallibility of Councils, For you are not to extend the power and 2oodneſs 
of Chriſt as far as you ſhall judge fitting, bur as far only as he hath promiſed 
roextend it. For otherwiſe 1t would be tar more for the peace and unity 
of the Chnrch, if every particular Congregation had this Infallibility, than 
if only Gexeral Conzmils had it : Becaufe by that means, many diſputes about 
the authority, callize, and proceedings of Gezeral Conncils would be prevented : 
Nay, it might be extended much further, tor by this argument from the 
goodneſs and power of Chrif?, you might, tor all that I can fee, inferr with 
more force, that every true Chri/tian ſhould be Infalble, and fo there be no 
need of any Conncils atall. For, whatever argument you can produce, why 
Chriſ”s goodneſs ſhould extend ro make Councils Tnfallible, it will much 
more hold as to theother ; for the peace, and unity of the Church would be 
far better ſecured this way. It you ſay that experience ſhews, Chri/# 
mever intended this by the errours of particular men in all ages : To the ſame pur- 


«poſe we anſwer you as to Councils, that large experience ſhews, that when 


Biſhops have ſolemnly met in Conzci/, they have been grolly deceived; as 
you confeſs in all the Arriaz Councils, It yourargument would have ever 
held from the power and goodreſs of Chriſt; Would it not have held at that 
time, when ſo great a matter of Faith was under debate? If Chriſt there- 
fore {uttered ſo many Biſhops 10 mY toerr, 1na matter of ſuch impor- 
tance, wherein the Church was ſo highly concerned, How can you inferr 
from his power and goodneſs, that he will never ſuffer Gezeral Conncils to err ? 
If you anfwer, That theſe erred for zot obſerving the conditions requiſite in 
order to Chriſts hearing them, viz. that they were not met in the name of Chriſt, 
did not come without prejudice, nor rely on Divine Aſſiſtance. 1 pray take the 
ſame Anſwer as to all other Councils, that we cannot kno that Chriſt hears 
them, or that they are Infallible, till we are aſſured of their performance of 
the conditions requiſite in order to that Infalibility, And when you can 
aſſure us, that ſuch a Corxc:/ met together in the name of Chriſt, and came 
meerly with a deſire to find out tr4th, and relyed wholly on his aſſiſtance 
for it, we do not ſo much diſtruſt the power and goodxeſs of Chriſt, as to think 
he will ſuffer them to be deceived. For we know upon thole conditions he 
will not ſuffer any good man to err, much leſs an Aſſembly of them metin a 
General Council, But here you have the hardeſt task of all lying upon you, 
which is, to prove that a General Council hath obſerved all thele conditions, 
without which nothing can be inferred from this place, as to Chri/s being 
in-any ſenſe z the midſt of” them. 

The laſt place mentioned for the Infallibility of Gezera/ Conncils, is that, 
AQ.15.28. Where the Apoſtles ſay of themſelves, and the Conneil held by them ; 
It ſeems good to rhe Holy Ghoſt, andions. And, faith his Lordſhip, they might 
well ſay it. For they had infall:bly the affiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt, and kept clefe 
to his direction. But there is agreat deal of difference between then and ſuc- 
ceeding Councils, who never arrocated this to therr definitions, thowgh they pre- 
ſumed of the afſiſfance of the Holy Ghoſt; and though that form might be uſed, 
yet they did not aſſume fuch an Infallibility to themſelves, as the Apoſtles had. 
And therefore it ts little leſs than blaſphemy in Stapleton, to ſay, That the De- 
crees of Councils are the very Oracle's of the Holy Ghoſt. Ana, that all Connels 
are not ſo Infallible, as w.es this of the Apoſtles, nor the carſ's handled in them, 
a there they were, is manifeſt by the ingenuonus confeſſion of Ferus to that pur- 
poſe. This is the ſubſtance of his Lordſhips Anſwer to this place. Which you 
think to take off by ſaving, 7 hat there's no eſſential difference between the 
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ner al Connect, confirmed by the Roman Biſhop . and tho zh afte r Councils uſe 


wot the ſame expreſſion in terms, yet they ao ut in effi, by ejorauins the belief 


of therr deciſions unaer the patn of Anathema. It thns be rhe mcaning of the 
Anathema's of Councils, there had nced indeed be no great difterence be- 
rween the Apoſtles Decrees, and theirs. But this had need be very well 
proved; and fd it is by you : for you produce /cw.r./ expreſtuas of Cyril, 
Athanaſius, Auſtin, Leo, Gregory, aud ſome o0th91rs ( out of bellurmia) 
ia which th.y magnifie the Decrees of General Conmuls, walliye them a Divine 
Oracle, a S'ntence inſpired by the Holy Ghoſl, ct to be 1atracted, and lome 
others to the ſame purpoſe, by which you viaaicate *tapleton, and tell ns, 
he (aid no more than the Fathers had done before him: Yct all this is far from 
any vindication of Staplctoz, or proving your allcrtioa as to the equal cer- 
tainty of the Decrees of Conx::ls, and of rhe Apcjilcs. For the ground of 
all choſe expreſſions, and ſeveral others of the ſame nar: re, was nor the ſup- 
polition of any zherent Isfallibility inthe Decr. cs of Gencral Connuls, but 
cheir great In of the truth of that Doctriar, which was determined 
by thoſe firlt G-acral Councils, For although Tam tar enough tro.n b-liey- 
ing the Council of [rent Intallible, yet if that h..d determined the ſame Points 
of Faith, which were determined in the hrlt four Gracral Conncils, and no- 
thing elſe ; I might have faid, That 1h: Decrees of that Council was a Holy 
and Diviae Oracle, a Sentence inſpired by the Holy Ghoſt,cc. not that I thought 
the Counc:l in the leaſt Infallible,in determining thele chings ; but that = 
were of themſelves Divize Truths, which the Conner determined. Andin 
this ſenſe Arhanaſizs might well term the definition of the /V-cexe-Conmel 
againſt Arizs, the word of our Lord which endureth for ever ; and C onſtantine 
ſtile it a celeſtial mandate ; and Gregory might reverence the four Conpcils, 
the four Goſpels (though Bellarmin tells you, that expreſſion muſt be 
*aken ina qualified ſenſe) yet all thele, and any other of a like nature, I 
jay, import no more than that they were fully aſured, the matters decreed 
by them, were revealed by God in his Word, and not that they believed 
that they became ſuch holy and divine Oracles, meerly by the Councils d: fi- 

;t:oz. Forthe contrary might be ab: indantly manifeſted by many expreſ. 
ſions in them quite to another purpolc: and it, inttcad of all the reft, you 
will but read Athanaſius and Hilary concerning Conncls, you will find your 
{elf ſtrangely deceived, if you believed they ever thought them Infall be. 
What you add afterwards, that it is ſufficient that th-re be a real Infallih/- 
lity, though not like to that of the Apoſtles, will not bc fufici:nt for me, till 


you can ſhew me the degrees of 1nfalibilrty ; tor, I will promiſe you, if 


you Canonce prove that Councils are really Iafailivl, I Thall nor ſtick ty 
lay, That they are alike Infall:ble with the Ap7ſelcs, Ps tor your diſcard- 
ing Ferus 25 aprohibited Author, it only ſhews the great integrity of tle 
man, who ſpoke too much truth to be born by the tencier 6.25 of the Reman 
Inquiſition. 

zefore I had proceeded any further, IT had thought ( becaule of a former 
promiſe ) to have looked back to the place, where you {prab in vindication 
of the decretal Epijtes ; but becaule you only reterr to / 1171s his detence 
of them, I ſhall only return you an equal cyurrelie, and rclerr you to the 
abund:ntly ſufficient Anſwer to Jum by Ditid Blomuwl, One would have 
thought you ſhould have been aſhamed of ſo notorious an impolture as t)io!e 
drerital Epiſtles are ; but we ſee, what ſhitts a bad cauſe yuts you upon, 
that ſuch mcenas Fermws, Caſſander, Eraſe, aveunicr an [14 x /fopmroato;t- 
775, but the deoretal Eviſtles mult Le {till juſtiticd ; bur he that doth not fe 
the realons of theſe proccedings, wants a greater los & erurontorie tor 
Is þr.2/r70, than ever they did for their Books. | 
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We return therefore to our preſent ſubject, and having manifeſted, how 
far the Intaliibility of Geaer.t/ Conncils 15 from being grounded oz the wera- 
city off Divine promiſes, as you pretend without ground ; we now proceed 
to the conſent of the Church, as to this ſubject : which his Lordſhip ſpeaks 
to in the next Conlideration. Which 1s, '{ hat all agree that the Church 12 v+- 
aeral can never err from the Faith meceſſary to ſalvation ; but there is not the 
like conſent that General Covncils cannot err. Whether Watdenſis aſſerting, that 
Gemeral Connc:ls may err, tpeak of ſuch Councils as are accounted xz/av/rl 
or no, is not much material ; ſince, as his Lordſhip ſayes, The Fathers ha 
ving to do with ſo many Hereticks, and fo many of them ovpoſins Church anthort- 
ty, did never inthe condemmation of thoſe Hereticks utter this propoſition, That 
a General Council cannot err. And ſuppoſing that no General Council had erred 
in any matter of moment to this day, which will aot be found true, yet this would 
not have followed, that it is therefore Infallible and cannot err, And to ſhew 
that St. Anouſtiz puts a manifeſt dittercnce between the rules of S:riptare 
and the 4:/z/t/0z5 of men, he produceth that noted place in him, wherein 
he fo fully alerts the prerogative of Scrzpture above all the writings of men 
or definitions of Co:-c:/s : Which, becauſe it will be often reterr* to, I have 
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Cited at large in the Margin, but his Lordſhip gives the 
{um of it in theſe words. '/ ht whatſoever u# found writ- 
ten 18 Scripture, may meither be doubted nor diſputed, whe- 
ther it be tre or rizht, But the letters of Biſhops may 
mt only be diſputed, but corrected by Biſhops that are more 
learned and wiſe than they, or by National Councils ; and 
National Councils, by Plenary or General. And evex 
Plenary Councils themſelves may be amended, the former 
by the latter. From whence he inferrs, That it feems it 
m4 30 wes with St. Auſtin, that a General Council might 
err, and therefore be taferiour to the Scripture, which may 
neith:r be dovbted nor d:ſputed, where it affirms. And if 
it be ſo with the defiuitioa of a Countil too, where i then the 
Scriptures Preyogative ? But his Lordſhip adds, 7h:t 
there is much [hiftin7 about this place, but it cannot be 
wraſtled off. And therefore undertakes punctually to 
anſwer all the evaſions of S:.:plctoz and Bellarmin, who 


Quzs autem neſciat ſauTan Soripturam ca- 
nonicam, tam veteris quam nouvi Teſtaments 
certis ſurs texmines contine's, eamq; omnibus 
poſterzoribus Fpiſcoporum literis ita preponi, 
ut de {13 omnino dubitars & diſcept avi non 
poſit, utrum verum, vil utrun reftum fits 
quicquid in ea ſcriptum eſſe confliterit ? 
Epiſcoporum autem literas que poſt confire 
matum Canonem ve! ſcript ſunt vel ſeriban- 
tur, & per ſermonen forte ſapientlorem,cumuſ- 
libet in ea re peritzoris, &# per aliorum Epi- 
ſcoporum gratiorem autoritatem,doftiorumg 
prudentiam,o per Concilia licere veprehendi, 
ſt quid in ews forte & weritate deviatum eſt, 
Et ipſa Eonci'iia que per ſingulas regiones vel 
provinrias fit, plenariorum Conculiorum 
autoritati, que fiurt ex univerſo ore Chris 
ſtiano, ſine ullis ambagibus cedere, ipſaque 
Plenaria-ſepe priove prjteriorious emendars, 
cum aliquo experimento verum aptritur quod 
clauſumn erat, Þ coguoſcitur quod latebat, 
ſme ullo typha ſacrilege ſuperbi.e, fore ul 
inflata cervice arrogantie, fone ulla contens 


tione livide invidie,cum fantti humilita'e, 
cam pace Catnolica, cum charita's Chriſtia- 


have taken molt pains about it. But before you come 
14, Aug, l. 2. de bapt, C,Donarntt. c. 3. 


| to particular anſwers, you are reſolved to make your 
| way through them, by a more deſperate attempt : 
| which is, to prove that it cannot be St. Auſtins meaning in this place, 
that gexeral Councils my err-in their definitions of Faith, becanſe then St. Au- 
ſtin mt contradict himſelf, becauſe he delivers the contrary 1n other pla- 
cs, This is indecd to the purpoſe, it yon go through with your un- 
dertaking ; bur we mult examine the places ; The firlt 1s /. r. c.7. de 
baptiſm. co Dont!/t. where you ſay, he exprelly teacheth, thar no doubr 
; ovght tobe made of whit is by full decree eſtabliſhed in a General Council, But 
| here a great doubt may juſtly be made, Whether ever you ſearched this 
place or no ; for it you had, you would have had little heart to produce 
Ir to this purpoſe. For St. Avgyſtiz 1s there giving an account, why he 
would not infiſt upon any hnmaxe autnorities, but bring certain evidence 
| out of S:r/pture tor what he ſaid; and the reaſon he gives for it, is, becauſe 
| in the tormer times of the Church before the $5.» of Donates brake 
| forth, the 13:{h1ps an] partrerlar Connects dd diflter from each other about 
the Queition in hand, 775. rebeptizins Heretichs, until that by a General 
Cougcil of the win?! world, that which was moſt ſoundly held ©t/a2 remotes 
dubitation:bas fireaarctur , was confirmed the diſputes berme taken away. = 
utmol 
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utmoſt that can be drawn hence, is, that when this Controverſie was decided 
by a General Council, the diſputes were ended among the Catholick Biſhops. 
But by what arts can you hence draw, that St. 4«ſt/z thought the Council In- 
fallible in its definitions ? Whenthe bulineſs came to be argued in a free 
Council by the diſſenting parties, and they more fully underſtood each other, 
and agreed upon one ſentence, St. Auſt; {ayes the former doubts were ta- 
ken *: that is, the reaſons and Scriptares produced on the other ſide fati(- 
fied them : but he doth not ſay, thar no doubt 1s to be made of what is by 
fall Decree eſtabliſhed in a Gezeral Council ; but, that no doubts were made 
after it. But if you ſay, There could be 0 agreement unleſs the Councils defini- 
tion were ſuppoſed Infallible, you ſpeak that which 1s contrary to the ſenſe and 
experience of the world ; andeven of that general Counc/ where this decree 


is ſuppoſed by Be/lzrmine to be made, wiz. the Conncil of Nice. For, Will | 


you ſay the Council was Infallible in deciding the time of keepizg Eaſter, be- 
cauſe atter that Council the 4ſian Biſhops ſubmitted to the cuſtome of other 
Churches ? Is there no way imaginable to convince men, but by 1-fa4b1liry 
If there be, their doubts may be taken away by a Gexera! Conxcrl, and yet that 
Conncil not be ſuppoſed Infallible. For if St. Auguſtin had meant lo, nothing 
had been more pertinent than to have inſiſted on the decree of that Council ; 


and yet he there leaves 1t, and calls all arguments of that nature humazxe ar-. 


guments, and therefore ſaith, ex Evangelio profero certa documenta ; I bring 
certain evidences out of the Goſpel. W hich words doubtleſs he would never 
have ſo immediately ſubjoyned to his former concerning a Gezcral Council, if 
he had judged it I»falible, or its decrees as certain as the Scrjprure, In your 
ſecond place /. 7. c. 5. there is nothing hath any ſhadow of pertinency to 
our purpoſe ; that which I ſuppoſe you may mean, is, /.5.c.17.where what. 
o ſaid before was decreed by a General Council, he aiter ſaith, was the judgement 
of the Holy Catholick Church : from whence you may indecd infer that the Ca 
tholick Church did approve that decree of the Council, but how it proves it Is- 
fallibleT cannot underſtand. Your laſt place is one ſufficiently known to 
be far enough from your purpole, Ep. 118. ad Januar. where he ſaith, 1 caſe 
of indifferent rites, it is inſolent madneſs to oppoſe the whole Church ; but you 
arean excellent diſputant, who can hence infer, that therefore Gexeral Conn- 
cils are Infallible in their definitions in matters of Faith. For any thing then 
you have brought to the contrary St. Auſtiz 1s far enough from the leait dan- 
ger of contradiCting himſelf. But it you could prove that he were of your 
mind, that the definitions of Conzcily are Infallible as well as the Scriprures, 
never did any man more expreſly contradict himſelf than St. Auguſtin mult 
do in a multitude of plain places, wherein he faith, 7 hat no other mriting is 
Infallible but the Scripture ; T hat only according to them he judged freely of all 
other writings ; and that becanſe he could yield an undoubted aſſent to none but 
them. That there is no other writing wherein humane infirmittes are not diſco- 
vered but in them ; that men are at liberty to believe or not believe any thi;zo be- 
ides the Scripture. Canany man, who ſayes theſe things, be reaſonably ſup- 
poſed to aſſert that the decrees of Gezeral Conncils are as certain as the Seri- 
pture #5 ? You lee then what little — you have gained by this at- 
tempt of offering to inake St. Auſtiz contradict himſelf, it in this p'ace he 
ſhould be ſuppoſed to aſſert that Gezeral Conncils may err: which he doth 

plainly enough to any but thoſe who are reſolved not to underſtand him. 
This prejudice being therefore removed, we come to the particular eva- 
ſions of this place ; which you thus ſum up, in order to the defence of 
them. That when he ſaith, Former General Councils may be amended by the 
latter, it is only to be underſtood in matters of fact, in precepts pertaining t0 
manners and diſcipline, or by way of more full and clear explication of what 
L214 been delivered by former Councils. To both thele, his Lord{hip offers 
very 
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very juſt exceptions. {o the firſt, that it 15 to be upaerjtood of precepts | of 


manners and diſcipline ; he faith,*1. That Bellarmin contradicts brimnlelf, be- 


cauſe he had ſaid before, that General Councils cannot err in precepts of mahe- 


ners: No, (layyou) 2zhis is no contradiction, becauſe th: ſe depen much 1:00 
circumſtances of time, place, perſox, &C. which varying, it often ſo falls ont, thit 
what at firſt was prudently judged fit t0 be done, becomes afterwards anfittins, 
and in this caſe one General Council may be amented by another, and yet neithrr 
charged with errour, But do you ſuppoſe the mean while tliat St. Aſt 
{pake pertinently to this buſineſs, or no ? If he did, he can be underſtood 
only of ſuch a precept as that relating to the bapriſoz of Hereticks. Suppoſe 
then one Corxci! ſhould decree Hereticks to be baptized, and another after- 
wards correC this, and ſay, They ſhould not, Will you ſay that neither of 
theſe were in anerrour ? Sothat your Anſwer is _— umpertinent to the 
{cope of St. Auſtins diſcourſe. And ſo his Lordſhip faith, This whole An 
ſwer ts concerning precepts of manners: for St. Auſtin diſputes azainſt the errour 
of St, Cyprian followed by the Donatiſts, which was an errour in Faith ; azame- 
ty, that true Baptiſm could not be given by Hereticks and ſuch as were out of the 
Church. But you ſay, St. Auſtin doth mot confine his diſcourſe to St. Cyprians 
caſe only, but,by occaſion of his, and his Councils errour, he layes down general do- 
farine, touching the different authority of tie writings of particular Bifhops, 
Provincial, National and General Councils, Although I ſhould grant - you 
this, it will make little for your purpoſe ; for St. 4»/tins main defign is, to 
ſet the Authority of Scripture far above all theſe, and that in point of Cer- 
zainty and Infallibility ; and this being his main ſcope, whatſoever he ſayes 
of any of thelc, it is certain his purpoſe 1s to ſhew that all of them fall ſhore 
of the Sacred Scripture, as toour yielding afſent to them, For theſe in the 
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firſt place are ſet by themſelves, as only being 1»fa/lib/e and deſerving: an - 


aundoubted aſſent to all that is contained 1n them :' which being ſuppoſed, he 
proceeds to thew what the extent is of all other anthority befides this." For 
the writings of Biſhops, laith he, they are ſo far from deſervins ſuch an aſſent 
as we piveto the Scriptures, that they may be "corrected by others, or by Nati- 
onal Councils ; and National Conncils, by Plenary+; and Plenary may be amn- 
ded, the former by the Latter, Tnall which gradations two things mult be 
repeated «7 x-ws as running through the whole Diſcourle, which are, 
xz. 1heditterence of all theſe from the Scripture 1n regard of our yielding 
aſſent tothem ; for that is it, which he begins with, that weare not 1n the 
leaſt todoubrt, whether any thing contained therein be true or no : and then 
comes the other in by way of immediate Antzrheſis ; but, the writings of Bi- 
ſhops, &c. and althoughthere be a gradation1n all theſe, yetall of them are 
therein diftercnt from Scripture, that whatſoever 7s found there may neither 
be doubted nor diſputed ; but the writings of Biſhops may be doubted or diſputed 
of, becauſe they may be corrected by other Biſhops or Councils. And thoſe Nas 
tional Councils may be, becanſe they may be corrected by General ; and even 
theſe Gezeral Connetls cannot require ſuch an undonbted aſſent as the Scripture 
doth, becanſe the ſormer may be amended by the litter, $o that if you take 
the ſcope of St. .4«/#/#'s diſcourſe in this place, whether he ſpeaks ge- 
nerally, or particularly, nothing can be more evident, than that he puts 
this diiterence between the Scr/ptures, and all other writings or Co-zzcels, 
that the one: may not at all be doubted or diſputed” of, b':t the other 
may : ay the common reaſon of all is, becaule none are fo 1zfallible, 
but they may be corrected by ſomething beſides themtelves, which can- 
not he in any ſenſe ſaid of the Scripture. 2. Aithough Saint Av: adds 
tharclauſe, $7 quid ts ers forte a veritate deviatnm «ft, If they have erred 
from the truth, only where he ſpeaks of the writings of B:jpo»s ; yer the 
{ericsof his dilcourſe implyes, that it' ſhould be underſtood in wa fol- 
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if they have erred, lo National Councils may be corrected by General, if they 
hive erred ; and {0 [Ormer General Councils by latter ON the {ame [uppoſition 


tows too : that, as the writings of Biſhops may be correfted by Conmcils, 


fill, rþut they have erred, For, as the errours WAS ſuppoled to be the ground 


of correctionin the former, it mult be likewile of am d4ment here. And 
whatever is not ſo per/ec7, but that it may be amczded, cannot be ſuppoſed 
If allible ; tor, if the perlons had been [afallible, who had made thoſe Des 
crees in General Conncils, they would have prevented any neceſſity-of fur- 
ther amendments by ſucceed/ng Councils, So that, take amendment 1n what 
{caſe you will, either tor /opp/y/78 defects, Or correcting errours, It 1s delttu- 
Ctiye to your Pretence, that the Decrees of ( reneral Conncls are Infalhble, 
and as certain asthe Scriprure. Which 15 lo repugnant to the {cope of this 


| ſpeech of St. Auſtin, as notlung can be more. Your Crit:c//\m then, from 


the ſtenificatien of emendare from menda, and menda from minvs, and fo in- 
porting only the taking away. any defect, yields you no relief at all : for thar 
defect which is ſuppoſed in General Councils, which necds that exzcadetion, 
doth ſufficiently argue, there was no, /»fa/lible Alfitaxce of the Spirit of 
Godin the Decrees of thoſe Conxcils. For where Gods Spirit aflitts infalli- 
bly, it leaves no fuch defects as are neceilary to be am:nded afterwards, by 
{ome other Connc#l v/hich can pretend to no higher alſiltance than the other 
had before. Bur your critical judgement 15 not extraordinary, if you will 
have the lgnification of words taken trom the conjectural Erymolyeres of 
them, ſuch as this of Sca/iger is in the place where he corretts arr!s Ety- 
zzologies (at the end of his Conjectanea ) but, belides that, all attempts of 
that nature are but Conjeityrat Eſſayes, it is but an ill way to judge: of the 
uſe of a word by the Ermo/ogy of it ; for, What multitudes of words are 
carried further in their' ſenſe, than their 07/2/2475 would bear ? His Lord- 


' ſhip therefore takes a far ſurer way to know S. A»/ti's meaning, than 


running to Martinis for the fignitication of the word »exda ; which is, by 
producing a parallel placeind. 4/7, where it 15 taken for to correct, and 
ſuppoles an evident fault; 4/ud god preecipere jubermnr, aud quod emen- 
dare precipimur ; where exendare 1S, plainly to 1end ſomething amiſs, not 
to /#pply lomething defective. So that Stapleron's lenie of arnending by ex- 
plication of ſomething not fully knows, and not by correction of Tſoinething 
exroxeous, cannot here have place. For, as his Lordſhip well obſerves, the 
National Council, which S. Auſtin did in this diſpute ſpeak molt of, was not 
guilty mcerly of not fully ——_ it ſelf, but of a poſitive error, viz. 
that under S. Cypr4an, determining that Bapsiſmz of Hereticks was no Bap- 


tiſm. And therefore when S. Auſtin ſpeaks of amzevdment, it Is Tuch an 


amendment as Coth ſuppole errour, and nor barely dr/eef. And lo the 
words uſed before of reprehenſion and yielding, do both imply morethan a 
bare explanation ; and thoſe which follow atter, evince it tally, where 
SC Auſtin layes down the cautions, whereby {uch amendments jhould be 
made, withoat ſacrilegions pride, or ſwelliag arrogancy, without contention of 
enwy, and in holy humility, tn Catholick peace, in Chriſtian Charity, All which 
words were very needleſs, if he meant only .an explanation of ſomething 
not fully declared before ; but are very necellary, ſuppoling ir to be the 
ameadment of ſome former errour. All the Anſwer you have, is, T bat 
theſe laſt words relate not in particular #0 Gen:ral Connctls ( by no means, 
alchoughthey follow them at the heels) bt to rhe other ſeveral ſjibjets, 
VIZ. private B:jhops, Provincial and National Conncls ; nhich are ſubject to 
ride, arrovancy, and contention 11 their emendations. Put, Was not S. A::- 


#2 an unhappy man then at exprefſing him{elf, that he rauſt needs fect 


thoſe Caveats attcr he had ſpoken of G: mr. Conncils, which reterr to the 
particulars that went betore, withour any rcterence to the immediate 
| antecentmts ? 
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antecedents ? For if they do at all reſpe& the proceedings of Gereral 
Councils, ( as doubtlels they do, and that moſt immediately, as appears to: 
any one who reads them )) then they imply ſtill, that this azezament, of 
General Councils muſt be done without pride, arrogance and exvy, and 
with the greateſt humility, and peace, and charity.; which it is hard to con- 
ceive why S. Auſtin ſhould add, unleſs he ſuppoſed ſome errors to be 


amended in them. Nothing remains further for the clearing this place, 


but only that his Lordſhip mentions that which he calls, The pooreſt ſhift of 
all in Bellarmin, v:z. that he ſpeaks of lawful Councils : and it isa fign 
it is ſo indeed, when you have nothing more to ſay for it, but oxly, that 
was given Cx ſuperabundanti, and with a Peradventure, When his Lord- 
ſhip concludes, that the Popes Confirmation to make Councils Infallible, is 
a meer trick, and unknown. to the ancient Church; you have nothing more 
to prove it to be grounded on the practice of Councils of the Church, and of 
Reaſon, but to reter the Reader back to what you have ſaid about the 
Popes Supremacy ; and therefore I muſt do ſo too, for an Anſwer to what 
you have ſaid on that ſubject. | | 
The next thing which belongs to this Queſtion, 1s contained 1n his 
Lordſhips fixth Conſideration ; which is, 1f the definition of a General 
Council be Infallible, then the Infallibility of it, is either in the concluſion, and 
in the means that prove it ; or in the concluſion, not the means ; or in the 
means, not the concluſion. But it is Infallible in none of theſe. Not in the 


firſt; for there are divers deliberations in General Councils, where the conclu- 


fron is Catholick, but the means by which they prove it, not Infallible. Not in 
the ſecond ; for the concluſion muſt alwayes follow the nature of the premiſes, or 
principles out of which it is deduced; therefore if” thoſe which the Council 
uſes, be ſometimes uncertain, the concluſion cannot be Infallible. Not in the 
third; for the concluſion cannot but be true and neceſſary, if the means be ſo. 
Your Anſwer 15s, That i 7s Infallible in the concluſion, that is, in the Do- 
GFrine defined, though it be not Infallible in the means, or arguments upon 
which it proceeded to the definition. And your reaſon is, becauſe one is we-. 
ceſſary for the Government of the Church, but the other is not; for, Deus non 
deficit in neceſſariis, nec redundat in ſuperfluis. You mean, it is neceſſary 
for you to aſlert it, whether it hath any foundation in reaſon or no: for 
you have not yet proved, that the Ifallibility of General Conneils is necel- 
ſary for the Churches Government , and therefore cannot thence infer ſo 
great an abſurdity as this; that, where all the premiſes are fallible and un- 
certain, yet the concluſion may be prophetical and Infallible. But fo 
involved and obſcure are your diſcourſes on this ſubject, that while you 
pretend a Gezeral Conncil 1s ſeeing Viſions, one might eaſily believe you were 
dreaming dreams. For, I pray, ſpeak out, and tell us, whar you mean by 
Councils being fallible in the uſe of means, and yet Infallible in the concluſion 
drawn from thoſe premiſes, which ſhe was fallible in the deducing the 
concluſion from ? For the deducing the concluſion, 1s in the »/e of the 
cans; therefore how is it -poſſible that the Conrci! ſhould be Infallible 
in the concluſion, when it was fallible in making that Concluſron ? But it 
may be I do not yet fully apprehend what you would have, neither I doubt 
do you. For you would fain be Infallible in the coxc/uſioz too, without. 


{o much as z7r«th in the premiſes. But I ſhall attempt to make you ſpeak. 


intelligibly ; it muſt be one of theſe rwo things you mean, when you lay, 
Councils are Infallible 1n the concluſion, either that they are Infallible iz de- 
aucing the Concluſion, Or in aſſenting to the Concluſion. It Infallible in the 
deducing the Concluſion, then it muſt be Infallible in the »ſe of the means ; 
for, unleſs it doth infallibly diſcern the connexion of the premiſes, it is 1m- 


poſſible it ſhould be Izfalible in drawing the Concluſion trom them. 50 
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that it is 2onſcſe, and a contradiction to ſay, That a Conn! is Infallible in 

the drawing a Conclrſio, and not Intallible in the »fe of the means : for, 

it is to ſay, It is I-fallible, and not 1f2//:ble at the fame time, and about 

the ſame thing, and in the ſame manner. For, What is drawing a Com 

cluſion, but a diſcerning that rrath which reſults from the connexion of the 

premiſes together ? for rhat which is concluded, hath all its :rathdepend- 

ng upon the evidence of the premiſes, otherwile it is a fimple Propoſitions 

and not a Cozcluſion. If you had then ſaid, That the Sp7r;r of God did im 

ediately reveal to the Council the truth of what was to be decreed ; you 

had ſpoken that which might have been underitood, though not believed ; 

but this you durſt not ſay, for tear of the charge of Ezthuſizſprs, and new 

Revelations : but when you ſay, The Connci! mult uſe means, and make 

S$71logiſms, as other fallible creatures do, but then it is I-fallible in the 

drawing the Concluſion from the premiſes ( though it be tallible in the con- 

nexion of thoſe premiſes ) is an unparallel'd piece of protound non-ſenſe. 

For, ſuppoſe the matter the Conn! was to determine, was the Popes In- 

fallibility ; in order to the proving el1s, you ſay, The Conpcil muſt uſe all 
arguments tending to prove it ; there comes 1n Chriſf”s Prayer for S. Peter, 

that his Faith ſhould not fail, and that this muſt be extended to his Succe/- 

fors, thence the argument is formed. Mhomſoever Chriſt prayed for, that 
his Fail ſhould not fail, is Infallible ; but Chriſt prayed for the Pope , that 

his Faith ſhould not faith ; therefore he is Infall:ble. Now you lay, The Coun- 

cil is fallible inthe »ſe of the means tor this Concluſion, 7. e. it may not infal- 

libly believe the zrah of the -ajor or 22/n07 Propoſition, but yet it may 
znfallibly deduce thence the Coxcluſror, though all the ſtrength of the 
Corclnſion depends upon the truth of the premiſes. You mult therefore 

either aſſert that the Decrees of Conncils are immediately revealed as 
Divine Oracles, or elſe that they are fa/lible Concluſions drawn from fallible 

premiſes. And, were it not for a little ſhame, becauſe of your charging 
others with :mediate Revelations, I doubt not but you would aſſert the 

former ; which you muſt of neceſſity do, if you will maintain the I»f/- 

libility of General Conncils: for if there be any infirmity in the uſe of the 

premiſes, it muſt of neceſſity be in the Concluſion too. But, ſuppoſe you 

mean ar Infallible Aſſext to the matter of the Concluſion, though it be fal- 

libly deduced, you are as far to ſeek as ever; for, Whereon muſt that 

Aſſent be grounded ? It muſt be either upon the zz4th of the premyſes, or 

ſomething ?mmediately revealed : It on the rruth of the premiſes, the Alſent 

can be no ſtronger than the grounds are on which it is built ; if on ſome- 

thing revealed, it muſt needs be ſtill an immediate Revelation. But I for- 

get my felt all this while, to urge you thus with abſurdities conſequent 

from reaſon; for, in anſwer to his Lordſhip, you grant, hat it 7s a thizo 

altogether unknown tz nature, and art too, that fallible principles can either »» 

Father or Mother, beget or brings forth an Infailible Concluſion ; for, when 

his Lordſhip had objetted this, you return him this Anſwer, That this :« x 

falſe ſuppoſition of the Biſhop, for the Concluſion is not ſomuch the child of thoſe 
premiſes (4.e. it is not the Concluſion) as the fruit of the Holy Ghoſt, dirett- 
ing and ouiding the Council, to prodnce an Infallible Concluſion, whatever the pre- 

miſes be (true, or falſe, certain, or uncertain, all is a caſe. ) This 7s xeceſſary 

for the peace and nity of the Charch (to believe Contradictions) and there- 
fore not to be denied, unleſs an impoſſibility be ſh:wed therein. (I doubt, bc- 
Teving contradictions is accounted no impoſſibility with you. ) Bur, I hopr, 
20 man will attaque Gods Omnipotency, and deprive him of the power of do- 
zng this. 1s it come to that at laſt? Whatever you aſſert that is repug- 
nant to the common reaſon of mankind, and involves conrradit#inns 1n it, 

that you call for Gods Onmporency to help you in. Thus Tranſubſtantia- 
tion 
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tios mult be believed, becauſe God is Ommiporent ; and that men may be- 
lieve any thing, though not grounded on Scripture, and repugnant to Rea- 
ſon, becauſe Lod is Omnipotent. We _— God's Ommnipotency, as 
much as you, but we dare not put it to ſuch ſervile ules, to make good any 
ablurd imaginations of our brains. If you had faid, It was poſlible 
for God to enlighten the minds of the Biſhops in a Gemeral Council, either 
to. diſcern intallibly the zh of the premiſes, or . /mmea:ately to reveal the 
truth of the Cozcluſio, you had ſpoken intelligible falſhoods. But to ſay, 
that God permits them to be tallible in the »/e of the eaxs, and in draw- 
ing the Coxclſioz trom them ; but to be Infallible in the Corcluſtor it lelf, 
without any mediate Revelation, and then to challenge Gods Omnipo- 
zency for it : I know not whether it be a greater aiſhozour to God, or re- 
proach to humane underſtanding. And it fuch 7aconeruities as thele are, 
do not diſcover that you are miſcrably hampered, as his Lordſhip faith, in 
this argument, I know not what will. | 
But we mult proceed to diſcover more of them ; two things his Lord- 
ſhip very rationally objects againſt Srapletozs afſertion, T hat the Council is 
diſcurſive in the uſe of the means, but prophetical in delivering the Concluſion. 
1. That ſince this is not according to principles of nature and reaſon, there muſt 
be ſome ſupernatural Authority, which muſt deliver this truth ( which, laith 
he, muſt be the Scripture.) For if you fly to immediate Revelations; the En- 
thuſtaſm muſt be yours. But the Scriptures which are brought, in the very ex- 
poſition of all the Primitive Church, neither ſay it, wor enforce it. Therefore 
Scripture warrants wot your prophecy in the Concluſion. Neither can the Tra- 
dition : Produce one Father, who ſayes, This is an Univerſal Tradition of the 
Church, that her definitions in a General Council are prophetical, and by in 
mediate Revelation : Produce any one Father that ſayes it of his own auths- 


rity, that he thinks ſo, To allthis you very gravely ſay nothing ; and we 


can ſhrewdly gueſs at the reaſon of it. 2. His Lordſhip proves, That it is 
a repugnancy to ſay, 1 hat the Council is prophetical in the Concluſion, and dif- 
curſive in the uſe of the means ; for no Prophet, inthat which he delivered fron 
God as Infallible truth, ws ever diſcurſive at all in the uſe of the means ; Nay 
(ſaith he ) make it but probable iz the ordinary conrſe of prophecy, and I hope 
you go no higher, mor will I offer at Gods abſolute power (but his Lordſhip 
was deceived in you, for you run to Gods Omnipotency ) that that which 
is diſcurſive in the means, can be prophetical in the Concluſion, and you ſhall be 
2zy oreat Apollo for ever. And this, heſhews, 7s contrary to what your own 
Authors deliver concerning the nature aud kinds of prophecy, and that none 
of them were by diſcourſe. Tothis you anſwer, '[hat both Stapleton azd you 
deny that the Church is ſimply prophetical, either in the Premiſes or Concluſion, 
but rather the quite contrary ; and that by the definition of the Councils being 
prophetical in aw Analogical ſenſe, no more is meant but that by vertue of di- 
vine aſſiſtance ana direttion, ſuch a Concluſion or definition, in regard of pre- 
ciſe werity, is as infallibly true and certain, as if it were a prophecy, But if 
you had a mind that we ſhould underſtand, or believe what you ſay, Why 
do not you coine more out of the clouds, and ſhew us the ditterence be- 
tween that which is /i-p!y prophetical, and that which is only Axalogically 
ſo, but as infallibly true and certain as the other ? But, that you may no 
longer blind the world with ſuch inſignificant diſcourſes, I ſhall put you 
upon ſpeaking more diftintly, by enquiring into thoſe wayes, whereby 
God may be ſuppoſed ſupernaturally to work upon the minds of men, itt 
order to the diſcovery of truth. Theſe two wayes we may conceive that 
God may make known rr:th to the minds of men. x. By the immediate dif- 
covery of ſomething, which conld not otherwiſe be known but by immediate Re- 
welation : And of this nature were all thoſe future errmts which were re- 
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vealed to the Prophets, and this I ſuppoſe you call ſimply propbetical ; To 
likewiſe all thoſe Do&#rines which are of pure Revelation, 7. e. ſuch as conld 
never have been known, unleſs God had revealed them : of which kind 
there are ſeveral in the Goſpel. 2. God may diſcover ſuch thines tothe minds 
of men, which, though they might otherwiſe be known, yet not with that depree 
of certainty, as by this immeaiate aſſiſtance of Gods Spirit : Now this I tu 
poſe, is that you call Azalogically prophetical, which you aflert 70 differ no- 
thing at all from prophecy, inregard of Infallible truth and certainty, being 
by wvertne of divine aſſiſtance and direttion. And this you ſay a General 
Council hath, but not the former. 

Now to convince you of the abſurdity of your aſſertions, I ſhall ſhew 
you thelc two things. ' I. 7 hat this cannot be without an mmediate Revela- 
tion. 2. That beino ſo, it cannot be diſcurſive, as you ſay it is inthe ule of the 
means. 1. That this cannot be without an immeatate Revelation : for which 
T need nothing but your own aſſertions, v2. that this is a higher diſcover 
of truth,than z.4tzre can ever attain to, or ordinary Grace ; and that it is ſich 
as obliges all men to az iternal aſſent to it, when it is declared. Now I ſhall 
deſire you, or any of your party, totell me, What ditterence there is be- 
tween this, and the [aſpirat70z which the Apoſtles had in writing the Books 
of Scripture. I mean not ſuch as contain propheczes in them, but thoſe which 
deliver to us the Goſpe! of Chriſt : as for :»ſtaxce, in S. Joh#s Goſpel, he 
doth not pretend todeliver any thing which was not revealed before, but 
to give an account of the Do##rine and lite of Chriſt, And fo that Inſpiration 
was not ſimply prophetical, as in writing the Prophecies in the Apocalypſe, but 
Analogically fo, in that ſuch an affiſtance of Gods Spirir, as made what he 
writ, to be as infallibly true and certain, as if it were a Prophecy, which are 
your own words concerning the I»fa/1:b:1ity of Councils. Shew us therefore 
any rational difference between this kind of 1fa/libility, and that I»ſpira- 
tion by which the Books of Scriptureare written. If you ſay, the one was 
immediate and the other not, Sw beg the Queſtion : tor Iam proving that 
what you aflert , doth neceſſarily imply , that it 15 as /mmed/ate as that 
which the Apoſtles had. Nay I will go yet further, and fay it is as im- 
mediate as that which the Apoſtles themlelves had in Conncil, For when 
they ſaid, Ir ſeemed good to the Holy Ghoſt and to uw, Can any thing more 
poſſibly be underſtood, than that the Sp:r/7 of God did fo far affiſt their 
minds, that they ſhould not err in their Definitions ? And therefore when 
of late you are grown ( forſooth ) ſomewhat jealous of the word Iyfallib:- 
{:ty, and you give us a grave advertiſement at the end of your Preface, that 
you do not mean by it an intrinſecal unerr1n2 power in all things, in thoſe whom 
you account Tafallible, but only that they never have erred, nor ſhall err in de- 


finitions of Faith ; you do not at all advantage your ſelves by it. For none 


of your conſiderate adverſaries do charge you ſo much with uſurping Gods 
zncommuntcable attribute of Infallibility, C which is thereby avoided becauſc 
you pretend to derive it from him ) bur that you challenge the ſame I»fa/- 
{bility which the Apoſtles hid. And fo mult of neceſſity afſert as much of 
Divine —_— and immediate revelation n Your Church, as any of the 
Apoſtles themſelves had. For what ever they had, came by werte of Chriſt s 
promiſe, and that is all you lay tor the Charches Inf 1/!rbrlity : but that doth 
no more take it oft from being an me arate rewelat ion 1n the Church, than 
it did in the Apoſtles. If you fay, {he Church # on/r fecnred that it neither 
hath erred, nor can err in definitions of Faith, \N hat inore had the Apoſtles 
than this? And if this in them did require an /»-med:ate izſpry ation, Certain- 
ly it muſtdo ſo in the Church too. But you lay, Neither Church nor Conncit 
ao publiſh immediate revelations, nor create any new Articles of Faith, but only 
declare and unfold by their definitions, that dolrine, which Chriſt and bis = 
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ftles in ſome manner firſt delivered. But all this, ſuppoſing it true, doth nor 
hinder, but the Councils Infallibility muſt imply an zmmediate revelation on 
the part of the Courci/, though not of the Do@#rine decreed by them. For 
granting the decrees of the Conncil are no new Articles of Faith (which is 
yet contrary to your own principles ; for if by the definitions of Courcils 
that may be 4e fide which was not beforc, then the Councils do make ew 
Articles of Faith, though not mew Do#rines ) 7.e. that the matter of them in 
ſome manner was before revealed, yet fince you lay the Council in declaring 
them, hath an Infallibility, equal to Prophecy, it mult be by 7mmedzate — 
ration. For, Hath the Coxacil greater certainty, and higher aſſiſtance than 
any ordinary believer hath or- not? if not, it can be no more [»fallible 
than an ordinary believer ; if it hath, it muſt be i-2meadzate, becauſe it 
hath a higher degree of certainty, than can be attained by the »/e of 
means. And to lay this, as you do expreſly, when you aſſert the Counc:! 
fallible in the »ſc of caxs, but infallible in the coxc/uſron, is a moſt palpable 
Contradiction. For, it is to afſert a certainty beyond and above the »/e of 
means, and yet not immediate. But here lyes your perpetual miſtake, as 
though nothing could be an immediate revelation, but what is a revelation 
of ſome Doctrine never revealed before : whereas if there be a further ex- 
planation of that DoEtrine in as Ixfalible a manner as the Apoſtles at firft 
revealed it, that explanation is by as immediate a revelation, as the firlt 
diſcovery of it. As is clear in the Council of the Apoſtles, for I hope you 
will not deny, but the non-obligation of the ceremonial Law was 7z ſome 
manner revealed to them before ; and yet I hope you will not fay, but the 
Apoſtles had an immediate revelation as to what they decreed in that Conn- 
cid. TItis very plain therefore, that when you ſay, General Conneils neither 
have erred nor canerr in their definitions, they ulurp as great a priviledge 
thereby as ever the Apoſtles had, and in order to it muſt have as immediate 
an znſpiration. For, never was there any ſuch 1»fallibility, either in the 
Prophets or Apoſtles, as did ſuppoſe an abſolute impoſſibility of error ; but 
it was wholly hypothetical in caſe of Divine affiſtance, which hindred them 
from any capacity of erring ſo long as that continued with them and no 
longer. For, inſpiration was no permanent habit, but a tranſient aft inthem 3 
and that being removed, they were lyable to errors as well as others; 
from whence it follows, that where revelations were molt 7mmediate, they 
did no more than what you aſſume to your C hurch, v1z. preſerve them from 
attual error in declaring Gods will. So that nothing can be more evident 
than that you challenge as great an I»fallibi/ity, and as immediate afſi- 
ſtance of Gods Spirit in Conncils as ever the Prophets and Apoſtles had. And 
therefore that Divize was in the right, of whom Cans ſpeaks, who afſert- 
ed, That ſince General Councils were Infallible , their definitions ought to be 
equalled with the Scriptures themſelves. And although Canus and others 
dillike this, it is rather becauſe of the 94:22 which would follow it, than 
for any juſt reaſoz they give, why it ſhould not follow. For they not on- 
ly ſuppole as great a Certarnty or 1fallibility in the Decrees of both, but an 
equal oblroation to internal aſſent in thoſe to whom they are declared. 
Which doth further prove, that the revelation muſt be immediate : for if 
by vertue of thoſe definitions, we are obliged to aſſent to the DoQrines 
contained in them as Infallibly true, there muſt be an immediate Divene 
Authority which muſt command our Aſſext. For nothing ſhort of that 
can oblige us to believe any thing as of Divine Revelation ; now Councils 
require, that we mult believe their definzrions to be Divize truths, though 
men were not oþ/iged to believe them to be ſo, before thoſe defizrrions. 
For that is your expreſs DoQtrine, That though the matters decreed in Coun- 
cils were in ſome manner revealed before, yet wot ſo as to oblige all men with an 
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explicite aſſent to believe them; but after the definitions of Coxrc:ts they 
are bound to do it. So that though there be not an object newly revealed, 
yet there ariſeth a zew obligation to internal aſſent ; which obligation can- 
not come but trom /mmcaate Divine Authority, It you ſay, The obligation 
comes not ſimply by vertne of the Councils definitions, but by a command ex- 
tant in Scripture, whereby all are bound to arve this aſſent to the decrees of 
Councils ; T then ſay, we muſt be excuſed from it, till you have diſcharged 
this ew obligation upon yourlelt, by producing ſome expreſs teſtimony of 
Scripture to that purpoſe : which is, Ithink, luthcient to hw our minds at 
liberty from this ternal aſſent to the definitions of Gezeral Councils by 
vertue of any Iyfallibility in them. And thus having more at large con- 
ſidered the nature of this Infallbility which you challenge to General 
Councils, and having ſhewed that it implyes as :mmediate a revelation as 
the Apoſtles had; the ſecond thing 1s ſufficiently demonſtrated, That this 
Infallibility cannot ſuppoſe diſcnr ſiveneſs with fallibility iz the uſe of the means, 
becauſe theſe two are repugnant to each other. 

The next thing to be conſidered, 1s, Srapletons areument, why Conncits 
mult be Prophetical in the concluſion ; becauſe that which is deternuned by the 
Church is matter of Faith, and not of knowledge, and the aſſent required elje 
would not be an aſſent of Faith, but an habit of knowledge. To which his 
Lordſhip Anſwers, That he ſees no inconvenience init, if it be granted ; for 
one and the ſame concluſion may be Faith to the believer, that cannot prove ; 
and knowledge to the learned, that can. Whuch he further explains thus : 
- m7 {pur i principles which reaſon cannot demonſtrate ſimply, muſt be 
ſappoſed in order to Faith ; but theſe principles being owned, reaſon being 
thereby inlightned , that may ſerve to convert or convince Philoſophers, and 
the great men of reaſon in the very point of Faith where tit is at the higheſt. 
This he brings down zo the buſineſs of Councils ; as to which, he ſaith, that 
the firſt immediate, fundamental points of Faith, as they cannot be proved 
ſumeply by reaſon, ſo neither need they be aetermined by any Council, nor ever 
were they attempted, they are ſo plain ſet down in Scripture. If about the ſenſe 
and true meaning of theſe, or neceſſary deduttion ont of the prime Articles of 
Faith, General Councils determine any thing, as they have done at Nice and 
the reſt ; there is no inconvenience, that one and the ſame Canon of the Coun- 
cil ſhould be believed as it refle&fs upon the Articles and grounds indemon- 
ftrable ; and yet known to the learned, by the means axa proof, by which that 
deduction is vouched and made good. And again the concluſion of a Conncl, 
ſuppoſe that in Nice about the conſubſtantiality of Chriſt with the Father, in it 
Self conſidered, is indemonſtrable by reaſon ; thre (laith he) 1 believe, and 
aſſent in Faith + but the ſame concluſion if you give me the ground of Scripture 
and the Creed ( for ſomewhat muſt be ſuppoſed in all whether Faith or kxon- 
ledoe) is demonſtrable by natural reaſon againſt any Arrian in the world. So 
that he concludes, 7 he weaker ſort of Chriſtians may aſſent by Faith, where 
the more learned may build it 01 reaſon, the principles of Faith berng ſuppoſed. 
This is the ſubſtance of his Lordſhips Diſcourſe. In Anſwer to which, 
you tell us, That the Br(hop ſeems to broach a new Dottrine, that the aſſent of 
Faith may be an habit of kmwowledoc, But ſurely (lay you) Divine Faith ts 
according to the Apoſtle, Heb. 11. an Argument of things which do not appear, 
viz. by the ſame means, by which we give this aſſent of Faith : otherwiſe our 
Faith would not be free aud muitorious, An Anilwer I muſt needs ſay, 
hugely ſuitable to your principles, who are moſt concerned of all men to 
{ct reaſon at a diſtance from Faith ; and ſo you do ſufficiently in this Diſ- 
courſe of it. For it is no eafie matter to under{tand what you mean, but 
that is not to be wondred at, f{ince you make ob/curity lo neceſlary to 


Faith, Divine Faith is (you lay ) an Argument of things which do ot appear, 
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viz. by the ſame means, by which we give this aſſent of Faith: Do you mean 
that the objects of Faith do wot appear ? or that the reaſor of believing doth 
not ? If only the former, which is all the 4po/#le. means; that is no- 
thing to your purpole, for we are not enquiring, whether men may not 
believe the things which are not ſeen, but, whether the aſſet of Faith may 
not be conſi/tent with reaſoz : which I am fo far from thinking any ſtrange 
doQtrine, that I cannot ſee how there can be an afſezzx of Faith withour 
reaſon. And they mult be ſuch great meriters .at Gods hands, as you are, 
who muſt think to oblige him with believing what you cannot under- 
ſtand, or ſee any ground in reaſon for. For, aſſezt being an a# of the ind 
cannot be aliciced” without ſufficient reaſon perſwading the mind to it ; or 
elſe, it is ſo far from being free, and as you (who are lo loth to be beholding 
to God )) call it, meritorious, that it 1s bruitiſh and irrational. Not that 
there are demonſtrations to be expected for every thing we believe, but 
there muſt be ſufficient reaſon for the 277d to build its aſſent upon, and 
that reaſon is evidence, and that evidence deſtroys that obſcurity which you 
make neceſlary to Faith, Ewvideace, I ſay , not of the objed#, but of the 
reaſon and obligation to aſſent. When you lay, That Faith, as Faith, cannot 
be Kpovledze, his Lordſhip grants it; but yet it doth not thence follow, that 
what may be believed by one may not be known by another : and zhough 
Chrift (as you add) did not ſet np a School of knowledge but of Faith, yet he 
did not ſet up a Schoo! of blind implicite Faith, but ſuch a one as conlifts of 
a rational and diſcurſive act of the mind. You muſt not therefore expe&t 
that we ſhould believe the definitions of Councils becauſe they pretend to 


be Irfallible, but you muſt firſt convince our reaſozs that they are ſo, and 


then we ſhall aſſent to them. But you have very well contrived your bu- 
ſineſs, to have an obſcure, implicite Faith, for ſuch Dofrines which are lo far 


from any evidence of Reaſon; 
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CHAP. II. 
Of the uſe and Authority of General Councils. 


The denying the Infallibility of General Conncils takes not away their uſe and 
Authority. Of the ſubmiſſion due to them by all particular perſons. How 
far external obedience is required in cafe they err. No violent oppoſition to 
be made againſt them. Rare Inconveniences hinder not the effett of a juſt 
power. It cannot rationally be ſuppoſed, that ſuch General Councils as are 
here meant ſhould often or dangeroufly err, The true notion of a General 
Council explained. The Freedom requiſite in the proceedings of it. The 
Rule it muſt judge by. Great difference between external obedience, and 
internal aſſent to the Decrees of Councils. This later unites men in error, 
not the former. As. great uncertainties ſuppoſing General Councils Iufalli- 
ble as not. Not ſo great certainty requiſite for ſubmiſſion as Faith. Whe- 
ther the Romaniſts Doftrine of the Infallibility of Councils, or ours, tend 
more to the Churches peace? St. Auſtin explained. The Keyes according 
to him given to the Church. No unremediable inconvenience, ſuppoſing 4 
General Council err. But errors in Faith are ſo, ſuppoſing them Infallible 
when they are not. The Chnrch hath power to reverſe the Decrees of Gene- 
ral Councils. The power of Conncils not by Divine Inſtitution. 'The un- 
reaſonableneſs of making the Infallibility of Councils depend on the Popes 
confirmation. No conſent among the Romaniſts about the ſubjett of Infalli- 
bility, whether in Pope or Council. No evidence from Scripture, Reaſon, or 
Antiquity, for the Popes perſonal Infallibility. 


[| HE fr/# queſtion being thus diſpatched, I now come to the ſecox1, 
which is, Of what Uſe and Authority General Councils are in the 
Church, ſuppoſing them not Infallible * And here again two things are tobe 
examined; firſt, How far general Councils are to be ſubmitted to. Second- 
ly, Whether our opinion or yours tend more to the peace of the Church ; tor 
both theſe his Lordſhip handles diſtindly, and ſo ſhall we. For the firſt, 
nothing is more neceſſary than throughly to underitand his Lordſhips 
meaning, which he moſt tully delivers in theſe words. Gemeral Councils 
lawfully called and ordered and lavfally proceeding, are a great and awſul re- 
preſentation, and cannot err in matters of Faith, keepine themſclves to Gods 
rule, and not attempting to make a new one of their own; and are with all 
ſubmiſſion to be obſirved by every Chriſtian, where Scripture, or evid:nt demon- 
ftration, comes not azainſt them. Two things you mainly object againſt 
this opinion. I. That in cafe fach a Council err, tit tends only to unite men 
in error. 2. Whoſhall be Juage of all thoſe conditions implyed in the Coun- 
cils proceedings ? To theſe two, all that I can find material ſcattered up 
and down in your Diſcourſe on this Subje:t, may be reduced. For the 
firſt, we muſt conſider the occaſion of his Lordſhips entrance into this 
[ubjeft concerning General Conncils, how far they may err, or not, which he 
ſaith, & 2 queſtion of great conſe quence in the Church of God, For to ſay th: y 
cannot err, leaves the Church not only without remedy againſt an error once 
d termined ; but alſo without ſenſe that it may need a remedy, and [6 without 
care to ſeek it, which is the miſery of the Church of Rome at this day. To ſas 
they can err, ſeems to expoſe the members of the Church to an uncertainty an« 
wavering in the Faith, to make unquiet Spirits not only to diſreſpect former 
Conncils of the Church, but alſo to flight ani contemn whatſoever they may now 
artermine. So that, great inconveniences appearing on both fides, his 
Lordihip endeavours to ſtecr his courſe fo as not to daſh on the _ of 
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either ſide, by betraying the Churches Faith in aſſerting their Infallibility, or 
the Churches peace by acknowledging them fa/lible. But as he could not ſee 
any reaſon to believe them 1zfallible, loneither could he ſee any zece//ity that 
the Churches peace ſhould be broken, ſuppoſing them not to be ſo. And the 
moſt obvious objection being, 1f a General Conncil be fallible, what is to be 
done in caſe it ſhoulderr ? For that, he propounds this Expedieat, That the 
determination of a General Conncu erring nas to ſtand in force, and to have ex- 
ternal obedience at the leaſt yieided to it, till evidence of" Scripture, or a demon- 
ftration to the contrary made the errour appear ; and until thereupon another 
Council of equal authority did reverſe it. And he after explains what he 
means by this exterzal obedience, viz. That which conſiſts in ſilence, patience, 
and forbearance yielded to it : which he builds on this reaſon, That Coptrover- 
ſres ariſing in the Charch muſt have ſome exd or they'l tear all in ſunder : there- 
fore ſuppoſing a General Conncil ſhould err, and an erring Decree be by the Law it 
ſelf invalid, I would have it, (laithhe ) wiſely conſidered again (ſuppoſing the 
Council not to err in Fundamental Verity ) whether it be aot fit to allow a General 
Council that honour and priviledge, which all other great Courts have ; Namely 
that there be a declaration of the invalidity of its decrees, as well as of the Laws 
of other Courts, before private men can take liberty to refuſe obedience. There- 
fore he concludes, 7 hat this ſeems moſt fit and neceſſary for the peace of Chriſten- 
dom, unleſs in caſe the errour be manifeſt and intolerable, or that the whole Church 
upon peaceable and juſt complaint of this errour neglett or refuſe to call a Council to 
examine it : and there come in National and Provincial Councils to reform for 
themſelves. Theſe words contain the full account of his Lordſhips opinion, 
which you charge with ſo many interclaſhings and inconveniences. The firſt of 
which 1s, 7hat zt tends only to oblige all the members of the Church to an Unity 
inerrour againſt Scripture and demonſtration, during their whole lives, or rather 
to the worlds end ; ſince ſuch an Utopian reftifying Council as the Biſhop here 
fancies, is morally impoſſible ever to be had ; and therefore you call it a ſtrange 
( n0t to ſay an impions.) dottrine, advanced without authority of Gods W, ord, or 
Antiquity, nay contrary to all ſolid reaſor. 

This being a charge of the higheſt nature and manag'd with ſuchun- 
meaſurable confidence, we mult ſomewhat further enquire into the grounds 
of his Lordſhips opinion, to ſee whether it be guilty of theſe crimes or no. 
There are three things therefore muſt be cleared in order to his Lordſhips 
Vindication. 1. The defign of his Diſcourſe. 2. The ſuppolitions he makes 
asto the proceedings of the Concil. 3. '1he obligation of its decrees ſuppo- 
ſing thatit ſFould err. | | | 

1. The dcſion of his diſcourſe 1s to be conſidered ; which is to remedy- 2 
{uppoſable inconvenience, and to provide tor the Churches peace. For the 
firſt queſtion in debate was, Mhether #4 General Conncil might err, or no. In 
which his Lordſhip gives lufficient evidence from Scripture, Antiquity, and 
Reaſon, that it might. But then here comes an inconvenience to be re- 
moved; for his Adver/ary objects, Mhat are we them nearer to Unity after a 
Conncil hath determin'd, ſuppoſing it may err * Tothis his Lordſhip fuits his 
Anſwer : wherein we ought to conſider, that the inconvenience *objedted 

1s, on his. Lord{hips /*ppoſzri0ms, one of the rara contingentia ; and fuch aone 
ought not to deitroy a principle of Gover-mezt in all other icaſes uſeful 
and neceſſary. For there cannot pothibly be any way chought of for Peace 
and Governmext, but there may be a ſuppolition made of fome norable 
inconvenience; but that not being neceſſary, nor immediately conlequent 
upon it, but ſomething which may happen and far more probably may not, 
it ought not to hinder the obtaining of raar, which 1s generally borh uſe- 
tul andneceſſary, To give you a parallel caſe to this : It is granted on 
all hands that the ciwi/ aurbority of a Nation 1s Fallible, and therefore we 
Sil | may 
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may ſuppoſe it actually to err, and tnat ſo far as to bind men by Law to 
ſomething in it ſelf unlawful. Will you fay now, that the intent of c5-4 
authority 15 to bind men neceſſarily to fn ? Thope, you will not : bur by this 
you may cally ſee the fallacy of your arguing again{t Is Lordſhip; tor it 
15 an inconvenience indeed ſuppoſable, but not ar all zcc:j[ary ; it he had 
{aid indeed, that Gezera! Councils mult neceſſarily err, your argument had 
been ſtrong againſt him ; but as it 1s, it hath no inore torce againlt his 
aſſertion, than the ſuppolition betore made hath againſt civil authority. 
For that caſe may beeaſily pur, that ſuch a Law may pals ; but, doth this 
hinder men from their ob{:2ation to duty and ſubmithon toa juſt authority ? 
or, Will you have men preſently to renounce obedience, «nd to repeal {iich 
a Law themſelves, and not rather in all wayes ot duty and reverence to au- 
thority make known their juſt complaints and delice a redreſs by the hands 
of Supream authority ? And this 1s all which his Lordſhip aims at, chat in 
caſe a Gezeral Conncil ſhould err ( whichis not ealily imaginab'e upon his 
ſuppoſitions) it tends more tothe Churches peace tor private inen not to op- 
pole the Decrees of it, but to endeavour that anorher Gearr.t) Conncil be 
called to repeal it, and till then to preſerve the Chrches peace, ſuppoſing 
the errour not manifeſt or intolerable. In this caſe then there are two incon- 
veniences put : the one of them is, That when a Cowzcil is luppoſed to err, 
every particular man may be at liberty to oppole the Decrees of it, and fo 

ut the Church into contuſion; the other is, That though private men may 

now it to be an errour, yet they ſhould be patient till the Church by ano- 
ther Council may repeal it : now thele two inconveniences being laid toge- 
ther, the queſtion is, Which is the greater ? His Lordſhip with a great deal 
of reaſoz judges the former to be: becauſe in the latter caſe it is only a {- 
tencing of ome leſs neceſſary truth for ſome time ; but in the other it 
is an expoling the Church to the fury of mens turbulent Sp/rirs, Bur that 
which-ſhews the unreaſonableneſs of your objection, 7 har rhis is the way to 
bind the Church to an uniox in errour, 1s, that this doth not neceſlarily fol- 
low from his Lordſhips opinion, but 1s only a caſe ſuppoſable : and no 
rare Inconvenience onght to prejudice a general zood : And the peace of 
= Charch inſuch a caſe ought to be preterred before p1ivate mens farit- 
faction. 40 


But this will turther appear, if we conſider, /econalr, the Srppoſitions his 


Lordſhip makes ; for by that we ſhall fee, how rarely incident this caſe is : 


for, I hope, the ſuppoſing that a Gezera/ Conner! may err, doth not ſuppole 
that it muſt neceſſarily err ; and granting thoſe things which are ſuppoſed 
by him, it 1s a rare caſe that it ſhould err. For theſe things are by him 
ſuppoled. 1. 7 hat it muſt be a Conngil lawfully called and ordered ; and lo, 
not ſuch Councils as that of 7 ret was, or any like it; wherein the Pop- 
g1VeS only a Gemeral Summons, and that it mult be called a Gexeral Connc! 


. on that account, how tew Byhops loever appear in it, nay, though the far 


reateſt part of the Chri/t;ay world be excluded from it : but it mult bc 


uch a Courcilas may be acknowledged to be Gemeral, by the 2mcral Cor- 


ſent of the Chriſtian world. For that we would make our Je in the 


caſe + as it was in the four firlt Gemera! Connils, Not that we would 


» 


ſtand upon Biſhops being attnally preſent trom every particular Church, 


but that ſuch a number be preſent trom the greateſt Churches, as may make 
it not be ſuſpeted to be mcerly a Fadt/on, packed topethier tor the Intere /? 
of ſome potent Prelate ; but that rhey do ſo inditterenmtly mect trom Il 
parts, that there may be no juſt ground of ſuſpicion, that they detign any 


"thing but the common good of the Chriſtin World, And therefore we 


acknowledge the firit four Gemeral Conncils to be truly ſuch, in our preſent 
ſenſe; neither do we quarrel at them, becaulc fo lew Bhs were preſent, 
who 
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who lived out of the Roman Empire ; for, ſuppoſing the Church at the ſame 
freedom from particular m—_— that it was then, and ſo great a number of 


Biſhops aflembled together, we look on it tobe ſogrear and awful a Repreſenta- 
tion, that its determinations ought not tobe oppoſed by any factions or tur- 


-bulent Spirirs. And incaſe ſome Biſhops be = — from ſome Churches, 
I 


whether Eaſter» or Weſtern, yet if upon the publiſhing thoſe Decrees, they 
be univerſally accepted, that doth, ex poſf-fatto, make the Council truly Oecume- 
ical. By this you ſee, what we mean by a Gezeral Council. And, for the 
calling of it ; though we lay, it ſhould be by the conſent of the chief Patr:- 
archs, yet the right and cuſtom of the ancient Church clearly carries it, that 
it ought to be ſummoned by the authority of Chri/t;az Princes : for, nothing 
can be more evident to ſuch, who will not ſhut their eyes againſt the clear- 
eſt evidence, than that the firſt Gexeral Conncils (before the Pope had got the 
better of the Emperours) were ſummoned by the Experours command and 
authority ; and ſince the diviſion of the Ezzpire into ſo many Kingdoms 
and Principalities, the conſent of Chriſtian Princes is neceſſary on the ſame 

rounds. Neither ought it only to be a Gezeral Council, and lawfully called, 
but lawfully ordered too, viz. that no Prelate challenge himſelf ſuch a Preſi- 
dency not in, but over the Council, that his Inffruftions muſt be looked on as 
the only Chart they muſt feer their:conrſe by ; and that nothing be debated, 
but propoentibus Legatis, as it was at Trent : for theſe things take away ut- 


terly that Freedom which is neceſſary for a General Council, And therefore 


his Lordſhip juſtly requires, 2. That the Council doproceed lawfully ; which 
it cannot do, if it be over-awed, as the ſecond Epheſine was by Dioſcories and 
his party ; or if praCtices be uſed, as at Ariminum : but there muſt be the 

reateſt freedom in debates, no canvaling for votes, but every one ſuffered 
to deliver his judgement, without prejudice or partiality, that thoſe who 
give their judgements, deliver their reaſons before, and not only appear 
Pontificalibus, to give their Placet, That the B:ſhops preſent, be men of un- 
queſtionable abilities, and generally preſumed to be well acquainted with 
the matters to be debated there : For otherwiſe nothing would be more 
calie, than for the more ſubtil men, under ambiguous expreſſions, and fair 
pretences to bring overa great number of the re{t tothem, who want either 
judgement or learning enough to diſcern their deſigns. And this is fi Joo 


ſed to be the caſe of the Council at Ariminum, where the Occidental Biſhops, 


for want of /carzimp were over-reached by the ſubtilty of the Arrian party. 
3. His Lordſhip ſuppoles, 7 hat this Council keeps it ſelf to Gods Rule, and not 
attempt to make a new one of their own : For in ſo doing they commit an er- 


. rour 1n the firſt Concodtion, which will be 7zcorrigible afterwards. And this is 


not only reaſonable, but juſt and neceſſary, becauſe nothing can be a Rule 
of Faith, but what is of immediate divine Revelation; and this hath been 
the practice of the firſt Gezeral Connils, which never owned or proceeded 
by any other Rule of Fazth but this. Theſe things being ſuppoſed, May 
we not juſtly ſay, That an erring determination of ſuch a Council {o pro- 
ceeding, is a rare caſe ? Since we believe, that God will not deny to any parti- 
cular perſon (who doth ſincerely ſeek it) the knowledoe of bis truth, much 
leſs may we think he will do it to ſuch an awful Repreſentation of the Church, 
when aſſembled together purpoſely for finding out that truth, which may 
be of ſo great conſequence to the Chriſtian world. For both the 7ruth of 
Gods promiſes, the gooantſs of God to his people, and his reculiar care of his 
Church, ſeem highly concerned, that fuch a Couxcil ſhould not be guilty of 
any notorious errour. 

But, becauſe we deny not, but ſuch a Couxcil 15 fallible, therefore we 
grant the caſe may be pur, that ſuch a Coxpcil may err ; and the Queſtion 
1s, What istobe done then ? Hh:ther every particular perſon may oppoſe ſuch 
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a determination, or ſubmit, till another Council reverſe. the Decrees of it, His 
Lordſhup aſſerts the latter ; and {owe come to the effett of ſuch an errin 

Decree, which was the third thing, tg.,be ſpoken to. As to! which, theſe 
things mult be conſidered, 1. Thar he doth not aſſert, that men are bound 


- 


' to believe the truth of that Decree,but:not opexty.40, oppoſe it. For ſo he ſpeaks 


exprelly of external cheajence, and, at Re iſo far as it conſiſts in ſilence, pati- 
ence, and forbearance yielded to it. And therefare.you are greatly, deceived, 
when with ſuch {1/5 you aſſert, That this ghliges all the members of the 
Church to unity is exrour+;. for that.is only conſequent upon your principle, 
that the Decrees of General Councils are to be, belieyed by aninternal Aſſent : 
for this indeed would neceſſarily oblige them to unity in errour.; but the 
moſt that, is conſequent:on his. Lprdihips Opinion, 1s, that, in ſuch caſes 
wherein a Gezeral Council, hath erred, men ought rather to :be ſilent for a 
time as.to ſome 7ruh, than to break the Churebes peace. In the mean time 
he doth, not deny, but that men may be boung to. follow their own judge- 
ments in the diſcovery of truth ; nay, and they,may ule all means confiſtent 
withthe Churches peace, to promote that 7ruth; tor he allows that juſt com- 
plaints tay be mad- t0 the Church for reverſiaz the decrees of theformer Council, 
and this cannot be without diſcovering the errour of that Council. And1 
hopethis liberty of diflent and juſt complaint, is ſufficient to keep all the 
members of the Church from being united 1n E:rour, And, I pray Sir, 
What cauſe is there now for ſuch hideous ont-cryes, that this is ſuch a ſtrange 
and impious Dottrine, againſt Scripture, Antiguity, and ſolid Reaſon, which 
appears, for all thatI can ſee, very juſt and reaſonable, taking it jn the way 
which he explains himſelf in ? But, whereas you obje&t, That this will keep 
men in errour to the worlds end, pecauſe ſuch a Cauncil is morally impoſſible ; 
it is caſie to ſhew you, that it the-re@/f/4:ne Council be impoſſible, the Ge- 
neral erring Conn is equally impoſſible ;; therefore there is no danger 
coming that way neither. And thatfſuch Gezeral Conncils are grown ſuch 
morally impoſſible things, we may 1n a great meaſure thank your Church 
for it, which hates as much ſuch a #r-e rectifying Conncil (as you callit) as 
the Court of Rome does athorow Reformatiox. For, all your defign is, to per- 
{wade men, that thoſe only are Gexeral Councils, which have the Popes Sum- 
72085, and wherein he rules, and, in eftect, does all ; and to perſwade men 
to believe the Decrees of ſuch Concils, is the moſt effetual way in the 
world to unite men in the belief of errogrs to the worlds ead. For, as long as 
the Popes Intereſt can carry it, to be ſure, all redtifpine Conncils, ſhall be (as 
you ſay) UVropian too; for he will prevent, if poſſible, their ever appear- 
ing in Europe. Therctorc all this diſcourſe of his Lordſhip doth ſuppoſe 
{ſucha ſtate of the Church, as that was in the time of rhe \Vicexe Conxclls, 
and after ; when there might be a liberty of calling ſuch Councils, that in 
caſe one crrs, another might be ſummoned to reverſe jt. But this is not 
tobe expetted 7 fcce Rownl;, inthis ſtate of the Chriſtian world, that there 
ſhould be ſuch a Gezeral Connell lo called, and fo proceeding as he ſuppoſes, 
and therefore there is no ſuch danger of be172 united in errour, by vertue of 
its Decrees; but it the ſtate of things would bear ſuch a Conner! fo decree- 
ing, we might as well think it would hcar another to reyerſc it, if need 
were, and then Is Lordſhips ſuppolition would come to act, that in the in- 
terſiice of thoſe Commr//s, private men oughtr not to oppole the Decrees of the 
former, but patiently wait till the Jatter rewerſe them. Bur, as things are 
now 1n the Chriitian world, his Lord{hip doth not ſuppoſe that any Conc! 
hath ſuch a power to oblice, becauſe it calls1t ſelf a Gezeral Conncil ; but a 
traly Geral Conacrl being, as you lay, morally impoſſible, nothing 15 letr 
but that the Church rotorm ut lelt by parts, and wait to give an account of 1is 
proccedings heroin, till fucha Geez #1! Conucrl as we belore deſcribed, bu 
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aſſembled in the Chriſtian world. Thus we ſee, how vainand empty your 
firſt ObjeQtion is, That from his Loraſhips epinion, it would follow, that the 
Church muſt be united in errour, which 1s only the direct conſequent of your 
own aſſertion, that men are bound to believe the Decrees of thoſe you call 
Geperal Conncils to be Infallible. Le 
Your next great Objection is, 7 hat this DoiFrize expoſes all to uncertain- 
ties ; for, Who ſhall be judge, whether it be a lawful Council, and proceeds lawfully ? 
Whether the errours be fundamental and intolerable or no ? Whether there be 
Scripture and demonſtration againſ? them or no? For, if every man be judge, 
there can be no ſuch ſubmiſſion to any General Council, This 1s the force of the 
many words, which, .in ſeveral places, you ſpend upon this ſubje&; and 
therefore I ſhall conſider them together. -I anſwer therefore, i. In gene- 


ral, if this be ſo intolerable an inconveritence, it is unavoidable upon your 


own principles: and therefore it is unreaſonable to objeQt that to another, 
which you cannot quit your ſelf of.. For you ſay, That the T»falibility. of 
Gemeral Conncils confirmed by the Pope, .1S the beſt way to end Controverſies ; 
but there is not one texm in the main Fg, pane” ©; but 1s liable to the ſame 
uncertainty which you here objeCt tq his Lordſhip ; for, x. You do not fay, 
that all Councils are Infallible, but only General Councils, Who then ſhall be 
judge, whether the Council you would have me believe, be Gezeral or no? 
You do not ſay, that all muſt be there to make 'a Gezeral Council, but the 
Popes General Summons is ſufficient ; But, Who muſt be judge, whether that 
be ſufficient or no? You fay {o; but, Iſeenoreaſonfor it. Muſt you be my 
judee, or I my own? It I maybe my ownjudge, ſomuſt every one elſe, and 
ſoevery man is left to believe what Counctls ts be Geyeral he pleaſe himſelf, 
2. You lay, General Councils are Infallible : Whio mult be judge of that too ? 
Muſt the Couxc: be infallibly believed in it ? But that is the thing in Queſtion; 
Muſt the Pope be judge ? But no man (you ſay) 7s bound to believe hin Infallible 
without the Council. Mult the Scripture be as ? But, Who muſt judge whar 
the exe of the Scripture is ? 3. Who mult be judge-in what ſenſe, and how far 
the Councilis Infallible ? Who muſt judge, how the Council comes to be I»fal- 
lible in the Concluſion, that was fallible in the uſe - of the means? And when 
any Controverlie ariſes concerning the meaning of the Decrees of the Council, 
Who muſt be judze, which is the Infallible /exſe of them ? for there is but one 
enſe Infall:ble, though the words may bear many, and unleſs I know which is 
the Iyfzlible ſenſe, lam not bound to yield my aſſext toit. But, Who muſt 
decide this? The Counc:l cannot ; for that leaves no expoſition with the de+ 
crees. The Pope cannot ; for he 15 not ifallible without the Council. So that 
ſtill it falls to every mans private reaſon, to judge of it.4. Who muſt be judge, 
that the Popes Confirmation 18 neceſſary tomake the Decrees Infallible ? Not 
the Conncil without the Pope, nor the Pope without the Conxcil - for, you lay, 
IWe are not bound to believe them Tnfallible, but as they are together. And toge- 
ther they cannot, for that is the Queſtion, M/hy zot a Conncil without the Popes 
Confirmation, xs well as with it ? and, When did Pope and Council determine, 
that no Council without the Pope, is Infallible ? but the contrary hath been 
determined by a Connel, iz. that a Conncl is above the Pope, and conſe- 
quently needs not his Confirmation. So that tor all your pretending to end 
Controverlies, you leave men at as great uncertainties as ahy whatſoever. 
Being not able to refolve ſome of the moſt neceſſary Queſtions, in order to 
the Chnrches peace, according to your own principles. | 

2. Tanſwer more particularly, that his Lordthips opinion doth not ex- 
poſe near to ſo great uncertainties as yours doth ; upon this reaſon, becauſe 
you requiring an #t#.:/ aſſent to the Decrees of Councils, and Inf ullible 
Certaiaty in all that men believe, mult of neceflity leave men in the greateſt 
perplexities, where you cannot give them that kind of Certaizry on wi] uct 
rhiey 
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they may build their Faith ; but, his Lordſhip only requiring external obedi- 

ence to the Decrees of Councils, a far leſs degree of Certarnty will be ſufficient, 

That is, ſuch a kind of Moral Certainty, as things of that natureare capable 

of. You ask then, Whoſhatl be judge, whether a Council were lawfully called, 

and did lawfully proceed or no ? Tan{wer, Ietevery man be judge according to 

the general ſenſe and reaſon of mankind. Tf there were ſufficient autho- 

rity for calling them together, according to the known prattice of the 

Church ; if there wasno plain ground of ſuſpicion of any prattices by the 

power of any particular Prelate ; no complaints made of it, either in, or 

after the Council; if there be no plain evidence that it takes any other Rules 

for its Decrees, but the —_— then we ſay, They are bound to yield ex- 

ternal obedience to them, ſuppoſing the Counci! generally received in the 

Chriſtian world for a /awf#/ and General Council. If you ask again, How 

ſhould it be known when errours are manifeſt and intolerable, and whea not * We 

here appeal to Scripture interpreted by the concurrent ſenſe of the Primitive 

Church, the common reaſon of mankind (ſuppoſing the S:ri2rare to be the 

Rule of Faith) the conſent of wiſe and learned men ; which certainly will 

prevent the exorbitances and capricious humours of any phantaſtical S$pz- 

rits, which may cry out, That the moſt received zruths, ever ſince Chriſtia- 

nity was in the world, are iztolerable errours. If you are reſolved yet fur- 

ther toask, Who ſhall be judge what a neceſſary reaſon or demonſtration is ? His 

Lordſhip tells you, I think plain enough, from Hooker, what is underſtood 

by it, viz. ſuch as being propoſed to any man, and underſtood, the mind c.nnot 

chuſe but inwardly aſſent toit. And, Do yourequire any other judge but a 

mans own reaſon in this caſe ? But, you ſay, Others call their aronments de- 

»onſtrations ; but let them ſubmit to this way of tryal, and they may ſoon 

be convinced that they are not. Still you ſay, They will not be convinced, but 

will break the peace of the Church, ſuppoſing they have ſufficient evidence for what 

they ſay. But if men will be unreaſonable, who can help it ? Can you, with 

telling them Councils are Infallible? I doubt you would hear of more argu- 

ments than you could well fatisfie againſt that preſently. We appeal then to 

the common reaſox of mankind, Whether it be not a far more probable way 

to end Controverſies, to perſwade men indiſputable matters, to yield external 

obedience to the Decrees of a lawful General Council, than to tell them, they 

are bound to believe whatever they decree to be 7nfallibly rrne ? And there- 

P. 262 foreyouare very much miſtaken, when you [ay, His Lordſhip declines the main 

Queſtion, which is, of the neceſſity of ſubmitting to a living Tudze, or a defint- 

tive ſentence, in caſe two parties, equal for learning and integrity, both pretend 

Zo equal evidence for what they ſay ; for his Lordſhip doth not deny, but that 

in ſicha caſe the ſubmitting to a definitive ſentence, may be a reaſonable 

way toend the Controverſie ; but then the difterence berween you lyes in 

two things. 1. That you would bind men to izterna/ aſſent to the Decrees of 

a Council, as being Izfallible ; but his Lordſhip ſaith, They bind to external 

obedience, as being the Supremeſt Judicatory can be expected in the Church.2.You 

pretend, that Councils called and confirmed by the Pope, are thus Inf alltble, and our 

Supreme Fudge in matters of Faith ; his Lordſhip jultly denies that, and ſays, 

That a Free General Council obſerving the ſame conditions which the firſt did, is 

the only equal and indifferent Judge. So that the Queſtion is not ſo much, 

Whether there ſhall be a /ivinzg Judge ? as, Who {Hall be he? and, How far 

the definitive Sextexce binds ? and, What is to be done, in caſe there cannot 

bea free and indifferent Judge ? for in this caſe we ſay, Every Church 1s 

bound to regard her own purity and peace, and, in calc of corr:ptions, to 
proceed toa Reformation of them. 

We now come to the remaining Exgniry, which 1s, Whether your Doctrine, 

or ours, tends more to theChurches peace ? For clcaring of tlus, his —_ 
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ſhip premiſes theſe thinzs by way of Copſiderations. 1. That there is mo me- P: 25% 
cefſity of any ſuch Inf allibility ia the Church, as was ia the Apoſtles. 2. That p.... 
what Infallibility or Authority belones to the Church, doth primarily refile in the ; 
whole body of th: Church, ana mt ina General Conneil., 3. That incaſe a Gene p, 5. 
ral Council err, the whole Church hath full Authority to repreſent her ſelf in ann- 
ther Conncil, az ſo to redreſs what was amiſs either prattiſed, or concluded. And 
{0 upon theſe principles his Lordſhip faith, Here is a ſufficient remedy for what 
is amiſs, and yet no infrinone any lawful Authority ia the Charch ; and yet he 
grants, 45 the Charch of England aoth, that a General Conncil may err, But | 
he ſaith, 1: doth not follow, becauſe the Church may err, therefore ſhe may not go- P. 257. 
wvern. For the Church hath not only a Paſtoral Power to teach and direct, but 
a Pretorian alſo, to control and cenſure too where errours or crimes are againſt 
points fundamental, or of great conſequence. Thus he repreſents the advan- 
rages which tollow upon his opinion, after which he comes to the diſadvan- 
rages of yours. But we mult firſt conlider, what you have to obje& 
againſt what his Lordſhip hath here delivered. To the firſt you ſay no- 
thing, but that Staplctoz and Bellarmin attribute more Iufallibility to the P. 245, 
Church, than his Lordſhip doth, which is an excellent way to prove the ne- 
ceſſity of it, it you had firſt proved thoſe two Authors Infallible. To the 
ſecond, your Anſwer is more large ; for his Lordſhip to confirm what he 
ſaid, That the power and authority given by Chrilt, lyes in the whole 
Charch, produces that ſaying of S. Arti, That S. Peter did not receive the _ ae Agort 
Keyes of the Church, but as ſuſtaining the perſon of the Church ; from whence -= My 
he proves againlt Srap/eror, 1 hat zt is not to be underſtood finally only for the 
good of the Church, but that the primary and formal right is in the Church. For 
he that receives 4 thing in the perſon of another, receives it indeed to his good 
and uſe, but in his right too. To this you anſwer from Bellarmin, That there P* Pontif- 1.1: 
3s atwofold repreſenting or bearing the perſon of another, The one Parabolical, © © 
and by way of meer figure and ſuppoſition only ; as Agar repreſented the people of 
the Fews under bondage of the Law, &Cc. The other hiſtorical and real, viz. 
when the p:rſoa repreſenting, has right or relation © parte rel, in and towards 
the thing repreſented, by vertue whereof tt bears the perſon of the thing re- 
preſented : Nov 5. Peter, ſay you, ſuſtained the perſon of the Church in this 
Lutter ſeaſ-, really and hifforically, and not parabolically, and in fianre, 1. e. he 
recerved the Keyes as Head of the Church ; though that Reception were ordain- 
ed for the good of the whole Charch. But Sir, our enquiry 15 not, How ma- 
ny wayes one may imagine a Repreſcxtationto be made, but, What kind of 
Repreſentation that 1s, which 1s ſuitable to S. Auſtiz's meaning ? Thar 
there may bean Alegorical Repreſentation, no body denies : but I cannor 
imagine, How it can belong to this place ; or, Whoeyer meant that S. Pe- 
ter itood here for an Ategory of the Church ? and therefore the members of 
your diltinction are not appolite. For thoſe who aſſert, that S. Percy did 
ſuſtain the perſon of the Church, in his Lordſhips ſenſe, do yet acknowledge 
that he did it h:/torice, and nor parabol:ce, as you ſpeak, 7.e. the donation 
was really made to him ; but then the Queſtion 1s, In what r/24t or capa- 
cityit was made to him, Whether in his perſozal or repreſentative Capack 
ry ? For, theſe are the two only proper members of a diſtinction here. 
St. Aujlin ſaith, not only in that place, but in very many others, that S. Pe- 
{er did ſuttain the perfor of the Charch, when Chrift ſ1:d to him, 1 will give Aug. in Vii. 
thee the Keyes of the Kinzdomop Heaven ; Now the Queltion is, In what 097 pg _ | 
tenſe he ſutlained the p:yſoz of the Church? You ſay, In his owa right as 36. de dive! | 
Head of the Charch ; We lay, As a publick perſon repreſenting the Church, not opting 21 | 
parahol:cally (for that is no ſuſtaining the perſoz2 at all) but really and hiffo- 
rically, And that S. A»ſf:2 means, ASa prbiick perſon, appears by the ather 
expicitions 12 the places cited, that he did anrverſam fign!ficare Eccleſians, 
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ſignifie the whole Church; and that thoſe things which are ſpoken of Peter, 
Non habent illuſtrem intell:Fum miſt cum referuntur ad Eccleſiam cnujus ills 
zonofcitur in figura geſtiſſe perſonam, Have n clear ſexſe, but when they are ye- 


ferred to the Church, whoſe perſon he did bear. Can you ſay this of a Kzze, who 


receives the Keyes of a l own, whereof he takes poſſeſſron for himſelf, thonoh it be 


for the good of the Kingdom ; that he ſianifies the whole Rjznadom 1m it, and that 
it cannot have any clear ſenſe, but when it is applied to the K ;nodom which he re- 
preſents ? No, this cannot be ; for the X/z2 takes poſſeſſion in his own full 
rizht, and it is not the poſſe//ior, but the adminiſtration, which is referred pro- 
perly to the 290d of the Kjrgdom. But this might be properly ſaid of a 
Dake of Venice, that he takes poſſeſſion of a 7 01 in the perſon of the Szaze, 
and that the proper ſenſe 1s, that the Szare took poſſe/i0,, and he only repre- 
ſenting it. $0 that the full right lyes 1n the body of the Sraze, but he as chief 
rember tepreſents the whole. And this 1s that which S, 1«f#:z means, 
when he ſaith, That S. Peer repreſented the Church, propter primatum, for 
the Primacy which he had amongſt the Apoſtles, z. e. ſuch a Primacy of order, 
whereby he was fitteſt to penſrne the whole Charch.* For it is impoſſible 
to conceive that he ſhould mean that S. Peter ſhould receive this as Head 4 
the Church, when you acknowledge that he was not Head of the Church, till 
after the Keyes were grven him, For, you ſay, The performance of Chriſt*s 


_ promiſe, in making him Head of the Church, was nottill atter his reſurreios. 


But, Will you ſay, the Church had no power of the Keyes till then; and then 
only finally too, and not formally ? What became then of the power of the 
Keyes at S. Peters death, if only formally in him, and not in the Church ? 
What becomes of them at the death of every Pope 7 Will you ſay, as Bellar- 
71in doth, that Chriſt takes them, and gives them to his Succeſſour ? But he 
muſt be ſure to wait till the Cardizals agree, To whom he muſt give them. 
Nothing then could be further from S. A«/?:z's meaning, than that S. Peter 
received the Keyes, as Head of the Church, and ſo, that he repreſented the 
Church only fizally ; whereas his expreſſions carry it, that he means the for- 
mal right of them was conveyed to the Church, and that S. Peter was only a 
publick perſon, to receive them in the name of the Chrych. Put, whatever 
S. Auſtin's meaning was, the {trength of his Lordſhips aſſertion doth not 
ſtand or fall with that ; for there are arguments ſufficient beſides to prove, 
that the Authority for governtng the C hurch, was not committed formally ro 
S. Peter, much leſs to any pretended ſucceflour, but that it primarily and 
formally reſides in the whole heady of the Church. And, were that the thing 
to be here diſputed, you mult not think to take it for granted, that if the 
Keyes were given perſonally to S. Peter, by them was meant the Supreme 
Authority of governing the Church cxclulively of the other Apo/ttrs. 

To the third Conſideration, you anfwer, [hat i cafe a (ener al Connci! 
err, there can be no redreſs for erronr in Faith ; for if oae Council may err, 
ſo may another, and a thirs, and a fourth, exc. This indeed 1s very ſuitable 
to your Dottrine from the beginning, that a man can be c:r74/z of 
nothing but what it is impoſſible ſhould be otherwiſe, I hope you are 
certain your ſelf, you do noterr ; but I ſuppoſe you do not rhink it /-:- 
poſſible you ſhould : So, although we do not think it umpoſſible, a Comer! 
ſhould err, yet we may be certain it doth not : and, ſuppoſing it ſhould, 
we do not fay, Itis impoſſible that a Corpcil ſhould not ey, fo that ano: 
ther Couxcil may correct the crrour of the former. And doubtleſs men 
may be certain of it too; it, as his Lordſhip faith, p/iz/2 Screpture, and 
evident demonſtration be brought againſt the former errour. Put theic 
are ſtrange DoCtrines, that becauſe a Cormil may err, therefore a Connect 
can never afford remedy agiint inconveniencies. For, one great incon- 
Ventence 15, the breakin the Church. 5 peace: that, 15 remedicd by the Co: 
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cils Authority ; another 15, errour in Faith, that may be remedied by another 
Council : No, ſay you, for that may err too ; but, Doth it follow that it »/# 
err ? or, Is it probable that it ſhould err ? if the former error be ſo diſco- 
vered, and the Corxci/1o proceed as his Lordſhip ſuppoſes. For your other 
difficulty about the calling another General Council, I have anſwered it already, 
when I ſhewed, what we meant by a Gezeral Council, and when it was law- 
folly call'd. When you after add, 'T hat the Church never repreſeated her ſelf 
in another Council bat where the former Council was unlawful; and inſtance 1n 
the Councils of Ariminum axd Epheſus : you fay the ſame which his Lord- 
ſhip doth, for theſe Couxci/s were therefore accounted unlawful becauſe exyo: 
neous and faitions, and he never aſſerts the neceflity of calling a ze Council, 
but in thoſe rwo caſes. Burt if you would have us account none ſuch, but 
whom you do, you muſt excuſe us. till we ſee greater reaſon for it than we 
do yet: and lo likewiſe for what follows, that the Conncils which redtified the 
errours of thoſe were called by the Popes authority, as that of Trent and others 
were, which to ſpeak mildly is a groſs untruth. 


You urge from his Lordſhips granting, 7 hat the Church hath a Pretorian 
power to controul and cenſure tos, where errours or crimes are againſt points Fun- 
damental or of great conſequence ; that therefore he and all Proteſtants are juſtly 
cenſured by the Roman Church for oppoſing thoſe Dottrines which are with her 
Fundamental and of great conſequence. But ſtill there is no difference with 
you between the Roman Church and the Catholick ; between Papal Councils, 
and Free and General; between what ſhe judges Fundamental, and what all 
are bound to judge ſo. If you prove then, that we are bound to rely onl 
on the judgement of your Church, your conſequence is good ; but cchirwtll 
it is tyed with a rope of ſand, and therefore we do not fear the /aſhes of it. 
And the ſame fault runs through your ſubſequent diſcourſe, in which you 
ſuppoſe the Church Infallible in all ſhe propounds, which you know is conſtant- 
ly denyed, and hath been at large diſproved in our firſt Part. For, the 
ground of your reſolution of Faith being removed, I fee the Fabrick of your 
Church falls down with it. For take but away your pretence of Infallibiliry, 
and your confounding the Catholick and Roman Church ; all the reſt mout- 
ders, as not _ able to ſtand without them. But that is ſtill your way, if 
any thing be ſaid of the Carholick Church, we mult preſently underſtand it of 

ours ; ſo that it cannot be ſaid in any ſenſe chat the Church is without ſpot or 
wrinkle, but by you it muſt be underſtood preſently of the DotFrine of the 
Roman Catholick Church univerſally received as a matter of Faith ; but till you 
prove not only your two former aſſertions, but that St. Afi underſtood 
thoſe words ever in that ſenſe, your vindication of that p/ace in him concern- 
ing it, will appear utterly 1mpertinent to your purpoſe. And his Lordſhips 
ky 99 a may {till ſtand good, 7 bat the Church oz earth is wot any freer from 
wrinkles in Doctrine and Diſcipline, than ſhe is from ſpots in life and Conver- 


ſation. 
Having thus vindicated his L—_ way trom the obje&tions you 


raiſed againſt it, we muſt now confider how well you vindicate your own 
from the unreaſonableneſs he charges it with, in ſeveral particulars. 1. That 
if we ſuppoſe a General Council Infallible, and it prove not ſo, but that an er- 
row in Faith be concluded ; the ſame erring opinion, which makes it think it 
fetf Infullible, makes the errour of it irrevocable, and ſo leaves the Church 
withont remedy. To this you Anſwer, Gr.mt falſe antecedents and falſe 
premiſes enough, and what abſurdities will not be. conſequent, ana fill np the 
concluſion ? But you clearly mittake the preſent buſineſs ; which is not, 
Whether Cornc!s be Intallible or no ? but, Whether opinion be lyable to 
greater Inconveniercies, that which allerts that they may, or that they 
cannoterr? Will you have your ſuppolition of the Ixfallibility of Councits 
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taken for a /i-/t prixciple, or athing as true as the Scziprures ? So you would 
{eem indeed, by the ſuppoſing the Scriptures wot to be Loads Word, which you ſub- 
joyn as the parallel, ro the ſuppoſing General Councils fallible. But will you 
fay the one is as evident and built on as good reaſon, and as much agreed on 
among Chriſtiazs, as the other is? 1 ſuppolc, you will not: and tlicretore it 
was very abſurd and unreaſonable to ſay, Suppoſirr the Word of Goa were not 
ſo, erronrs would be irrevocable, as if General Conncils were [ppoſed Inf allible and 
proved ot ſo. But this is a Queſtion you grant to be vilputabie awong 
Chriſtians, and will you not give us leave to make a 1uppolir on that it may 
prove not ſo? You mult conſider, weare now enquiring into the copvex:- 


encies of theſe two opinions, and in that caſe it isnccelſary to make ſuch lizp- 


politions: And let any reaſonable man judge what opinion can be more 
raicious to the Churchthan yours is, ſuppoling it not to be true: for the:1 
it willbe neceſſary for men to aſſent to the grofſe/t errors, as the molt D;- 
wine and Infallible truths : and there can be no remedy 11m-gin'd for the rc. 
dreſs of them. If then the Inconvenience of admitting it be lo grear, men 
had need look well to the grounds on which itis built. And I cannot ſee 
any reaſon men can have to admit any /zfall:bl- propon:nt in matters of Faith 
tothe Church, but on as greatand as clcar evidence, as the Proph-ts and 4190- 
feles had, that oY were ſent from God. For the danger may be as great 
to believe that to be Izfall;ble which 1s not, as not to believe that to he L:flz- 
ble which is : forthe believing an errour to be a Divine truth, may be as dan- 
gerous to the ſouls of men, as thenotbelteving ſomething which is really 
revealed by G9ad, But tobe ſure, thoſe who ſee no reaſon to believe a G:- 
eral Council to be Infallible, cannot be obliged to afſext to errours propoun- 
ded by it ; but ſuch who helieve it Izfallib/c muſt, whatever the errcurs be, 
ſxyallow them dawn, without queſtioning the truth of them. And it ar- 
ues haw conſciqus you are of the falſeneſs of your prizciples, that you are 
7 loth to havethem examined, or ſo much as a ſuppolition made that they 
ſhould nat prove true: Whereas 774th alwayes invites men to the moſt 
accurate ſearchinto.it. We ſeethe Apoſtles bid men [carch, whether the 
hings they ſpake were true or no; and thoſe are moſt commended who 
did it mal}, and I hope men were as much bound to beli-ve them 1nfll te 
as. General Councils. But we lee how unreaſonable you are, you would o'> 
trude ſuch things upon mens Faith, which muſt lead the.n into unavoid- 
able erroxrs if falſe, and.yet not allow men the liberty of examination, whe- 
ther they be. true or no. But ſuch proceedings are ſo fir from advancing 
your cauſz, that nothing can more prejudice it among rational and inquiſi- 
tive men, - 

His Lpxd{bip for theclearing this, proceeds to an Inſtance of an er70ur 
defined by one of your Gexeral Conncils, viz. Communion in one kind ; but that 
we ſhall reſerve the diſcuſſion of, to the enſuing Chapter ; which is pur- 

ſely allotted for the diſcovery of thoſe errours which have been defined 
bs {ſuch as you call General Councils. TheretoreT proceed. 

27 His Lordſhip ſaith, Tour opinion is yer more rareaſonabl-, becarfe NO 
Boay-colletive, whenſoever it aſſembled it ſelf, did ever prve more poer to tho 
repreſenting body of it, than a binding power upon it ſ-lf and all particulars ; 
nor ever aid it give this power otherwiſe, than with this reſervation in natur: , 
that it would call again, and reform, and, if need were, abrooate any Lan, wr 
ordinance upon juſt cauſe made evident that the repre ſeatia2 Body hid fail. / 
ia truſt, or truth. And this power no Body-coll-dive, wel: (tiftical or civil, can 
pat out of it ſelf, or give awayto a Parl1ument, or Counct!, or cal it nht yot 


will that repreſents it. To this aguin you Antiver, This ws only to ſupp ſe 


and take for granted, that a General Council hath zo Aathority, but what 1s 


meerly delegate from the Church Univerſal which it repriſe uits, Igrant, this 
15 
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is ſappoſed in it, and this is all which the nature of a repreſentative body 
doth imply ; 1f you ſay, there 1s more than that, you are bound to prove it. 
Yes, lay you, Ie maintain its Authority to be of Divine Inſtitution, and when 
lawfully aſſembled to alt by Divine right, aud not meerly by deputation and con” 
ſent of the Church, But if all the proof you have for it, be only that which 
'0u refer us to in the precedent Chapter, the palpable'weaknels of it for any 
{uch purpoſe hath been there fully laid open. His Lordſhip faich, That the 
ower which a Council hath to order, ſettle and define differences ariſing concerning 
Faith, it hath not by any Immediate Inſtitution from Chriſt, but it was pradently 
taker up by the Church from the Apoſtles example. So that to hold Councils to 
this end, is apparent Apoſtolical Tradition written : but the power which Coun- 
cils have, i fromthe whole Catholick Church, whoſe members they are, and the 
Churches power from God. You ſay, True it z, the calling ſuch aſſemblies was 
taken up, and hath for its pattern the example of the Apoſtles, AR, 1 5. yet ſure- 
ly there is little doubt to be made, but the Apoſtles had both direttion and precept 
too, for doing it ſo often as juſt sccaſion required, from Chriſt himſclf. The 
whole force of which Anſwer lyes in thoſe well placed words, Surely there 
is little doubt to be made ; for as to any thing of reaſon, you never offer at it: 
Juſt ſuch another of Bellarmins Sine dubio's comes atter ; Though a General 
Conncil be the Church repreſentative, and ao not meet, or aſſemble together hic 
8& nunc, bt by order and deputation from man ; yet it follows not, but the power 
and authority by which they aft when they are met may be from God, as doubtleſs 
it is, Can any man have the face to queſtion, Whether the Authority of 
General Councils be of Divine Inſtitution or no, when you fay, Tes ſurely, 
there is no doubt to be made of it, doubtleſs it is? Wedo notqueſtion, as you 
would ſeem to imply afterwards, Whether the people or the Paſtours have 
right to ſend to General Councils, but what ground you have to aſſert, that 
General Councils are an immediate Divine Inſtitution. But I maſt needs ſay, 
I nzver ſaw any thing affirmed oftner, and offered to be proved leſs, than 
that is here: and yet as though you had done it invincibly you trium- 
bantly proceed ; General Councils then, are 4 principal and neceſſary part . 
of that Eccleſiaſtical Hierarchy which Chriſt inſtituted for the Government of 
his Church, and not an humane Expeatent only, taken up by the Church her [elf 
meerly upon prudential conſiderations, as the Biſhop will needs canceive. It 
ſtrangely puzzles me to find out any thing that Particle zhez relates to; 
and after all my ſearch can find nothing, but ſarely, without doubt, aud 
donbrlsſs. 1 pray Sir, think not ſo meanly of us, that we ſhould take theſe 
for Arguments or Demonſtrations : Deal fairly with us, and if we fall 
by the force of reaſon, we yield our ſelves up to you. But you are very 
much deceived, if you think theſe things are taken for proofs with us :; we 
caneaſily diſcern the weakneſs of your cauſe through the moſt confdent 
affirmations. If you had brought _ Law of Chriſt, appointing that Ge- 
gerals Councils | ould be in the Church, any Apoſtolrcal precept, preſcribing 
or giving direftions concerning them, you had done fomething ; bur, nor 
{o much as to offer at a proof, and yet conclude it as confidently as if it 
were impoſſible to reſiſt the force of your Demonſtrations, is an evidence, 
that cither you know your cauſe to be weak, or ſuppoſe us to be ſg, Mych 
{ici another diſcourſe is that which follows, wherein you pretend to give 
a reaſon, NM hy whit is definzd by one Conncil in point of Doctrine cannot be 
reverſed by another. Which 15, becarfe the true Chriſtian Faith is ex natura 
ret unchingeable, that it admits not of yea and nay; but ozly yea ; that it is 
alwayes the [une that it muſt ſand without alteration for ever, nay that it ig 
to be invaviable and adaiit a0 change. All theſe expreſſions we have in 
one Parizraph, and, for all that I ſee, are the greateſt ſtrength of it. But 
what i51t you mean by all this ? Po you think we could not underſtand 
1tt 2 what 
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what you meant by the iy 977. of Chriſtian Faith, without ſo ma- 
nj: diverſified expreſſions of it? And what follows now from all this? Tha 
one Council cannot repeal the Decrees of another * How lo? was nor the Faith 
of Chriſt as unchangeable inthe time of the Arrian C ouncils, as it 15 NOW ? and 
yet then one Conxci/ repealed the Decrees of others, in point of Dottrine ; 


and yet by that nothing was derogated from the T-/#/tution or honour of 


Chriſt, by ſuch a reverſing thoſe Decrees. Though the Faith, z. e. The Do- 


rine of Chriſt, be alwayes the ſame, Doth it thence follow ; then men 


ſhall alwayes believe all this unalterable Doctrine ? If 1o, how came Arria- 
niſm to overſpread the Church ? How came ſix hundred Biſhops at the Con: 
cil of Ariminum to be deceived in a Do@rine of Faith, by your own confeſli- 
on? It is therefore a profound miſtake, to infer from the tallibility of Gezeral 
Cenzcils the alteration of the Faith of Chriſt. The Faith of Chr.ſt 1s founded 
on a ſurer bottom than the Decrees of Councils, though all men are lyars God 
is true, and Chriſt the ſame yeſterday, to day, and for ever. But of this more 
afterwards. | 

You would ſcem to argue more pertinently in the following pages 
againſt his Lordſhips opinion : for you ſay, He ſayes and nunſayes the ſame ; 
and what he ſeems to attribute to General Councils in one propoſition, he takes 
away in axother. That which his Lordſhip fayes, is, {hat the definitions of a 
General Council are binding to all particulars, and it ſelf ; but yet fo, that they can- 
not bind the whole Church from calling again, and in the after-calls upon juſt canſe 
to order, and, if need be, to abrogate former aits, And after adds, And becauſe 
the whole Church can meet no other way, the Council ſhall remains the Supream, 
external, living, temporary, Eccleſiaſtical Judge of all Controverſies. Only the 
whole Church, and ſhe alone, hath power whez Scripture or Demonſlration ts found, 
and peaceably tendered to her, to repreſent her ſelf" again ia a new Council, and in 
it to order what was amiſs. Now we muſt conſider what we find contradi- 


_ ftious and repugnant to themſelves in theſe words : Three things, if I mi- 


ſtake not, the main of this charge may be reduced to, 1. hit men ſhould 
be bound to that which Scripture and Demonſtration be againſt. ; But this 1s very 
eaſily anſwered, for his Lordſhip doth not ſay, Men are bound to believe it, 
but not ſo to oppoſe it asto break the peace of the Church by it. 2. That 
another Council cannot be calld without oppoſition to the other - this his Lordſhip 
prevented, by ſuppoſing that the ju/t rea/ozs againſt the decrees of the former 
Conxcil ought to be peaceably tendred to the Church ; but no boiſterous oppo- 
ſition to be made againſt it. 3. To what purpoſe ſhould another Conncil be 
calPd, if the whole Church be ſatufied that there is Scripture aud Demonſtration 
againſt the decrees of the former ? But, 1. His Lordſhip ſuppoſes there may 
Scripture and Demonſtration be, where the whole Church is not ſatisfied ; and 
therefore there may be neceſlity of calling another Council. 2. That the 
Council may freeall thole who may ſuppole themſelves {till bound not to 
oppoſe the former errour. 3. That no errozeors Decree of a Conncil, may re- 
main unrepealed in the Church : that ſo no erroneous perſon may challenge 
ſuch a Decree ofa Couxci/, as a ground for his oppolition to the Doctrine of 
the Church. And where now lyes any ſuch appearance of contradiction in 
his Lordſhips words ? 

3. Thelaſt thing his Lordſhip chargeth your way with unreaſonablencſs 
In, 15, That you do mot only make the definition of a General Conncil, but the ſea- 
tence of the Pope Tnfallible ; nay, more Infallible than it. For, auy GencrAl 
Council may err with you, if the Pope confirm it not. So belike this Infallib:- 
lity reſts not in the repreſentative body, the Conncil, nor in the whole body the 
Church, but in your Head of the Church, the Pope of Rome. Ad if this be ſo, 
1owhat end ſuch a trouble for a General Conncil ? or, MWherein are we nearer t0 
unity, if the Pope confirm it zot ? To this you anſwer, 1, {hat 4 General 
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Council © not held by you tobe Infallible at all, nnleſs it involve the Pope, or h1: 
Confirmation ; and fo there is but one Infallibility, viz. of the Pope preſiding in, amd 
confirming of the votes of a General Council, 2, Tos confeſs there are two dif 
ferent Opinions among you ; the firjt and more common is, that the Pope, even 
without a Geacral Counc:l, is Infallible in his definitions of Faith, when he teaches 
the whole Church ; the ſecond is, that he is not Infallible in his definitions, ſave 
only where he defines in, anfTith, a General Council. Now the Biſhop (you lay) 
takes no notice of the ſecond Opinion, but oaly of the firſt, as though that were the 
Opinuon of all Catholick Doctors. But, for your part, you will not medale mich 
with any matters of private Opinion or diſpute, and therefore you will briefly paſs 
over what his GG ſaith further, and only corredt ſome miſtakes of his. But 
whereas you pretend it only neceſſary to believe, that Pope and Conncil toge- 
ther are Infallible, for this all Catholicks are agreed in; but, whether the Pope. be 
Infallible without a Council or no, you leave it as matter of diſpute. Tſhall ma- 
nitc{t, how great a cheat you put upon the world by this Aſertion, in theſe 
two things, 1. {hat there is no ſuch agreement among your ſelves in this com- 
mon principle, as you pretend. 2. That from the making the Popes Confirmation 
neceſſary to the Infallibility of the Conncil, you muſt make the Pope Tafallible with- 

zt aConncil, 1. Whereas you pretend ſuch a conſent among all Carholicks 
in this common principle, 7 hat Pope and Council are Infallible together, it 1s 
evident that therc is no ſuch thing. For, 1. Some among you have aſſer- 
ted, that the repreſentative body of the Church is not at all the ſubject of Infall:- 
bility, but the diffuſive. For Occham contends at large, 


1hat the priviledge of Infallibility, belongs only to the Occham Dialog. p. 1. lg. Cap. 25, 29, ZI» 
whole Militant Church ; and neither to the Pope, nor Ge- payee gp queſt. Veſp. art. 3. ad litre 


O. 
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eral Connuctl, HOL body of the Cleroy. And Oo likewiſe Cuſan. Concord. Cathol. Ll. 2. Co 3, 


doth Petrus de Alliaco,. Cuſanus, Antoninus of Florence, Antonin. Summ. Summarum, p. 3. Tit. 23: 


C. 2, ſet, 6, 


Panormitan, Nicolaus de Clemanets, Franciſcus Miran- . ut drcrete pe 1. b. 1. Tit. de eleft 


dulr, and others, whole words you may find at large cap. fenificaſts. 
in ſome of your Writers, and therefore I forbear re- 
ating them. 2. Some atlert, that Councils are no yen. 4. oc. 

further [-f4//;ble, than they adhere to Univerſal Trad; 

tioa ; and you cannot be ignorant, who they are at this day among you, 
who aſſert this doctrine. 3. Some further ſay, That Councils are in themſelves 
Isfallible, and theretore mult be ſo, whether the Pope confirm them or no. 
And this opinion, however now you fay, it be not ſo commonas the other, yet 
it 15 certain, that hetore the Council of Lateran under Leo 10. it was much 
the more common opinion, as appears by the Councils of Conſtance and 
Baſil. And, that there 1s an irreconcileable difference between the A4u- 
thours of this Opinion, and thoſe who make the Popes Confirmation necel- 
{ary to the Ifallibility of a General Conncil, T ſhall prove out of Bellarman 
himſelf, from the ſtate of the Queſtion, and the Arguments he urges 
again it. Bel/armiz tells us, 7 he firſt occaſion of this Controverſie, was 
about the depoſition of Popes, V1z.. whether the Pope micht againſ? his conſent be 
Tudged, COME TM A, and depoſed by the Council: and theretore, ſaith he, 1 hey 
are miſtaken, who think the Queſtion ts, Whether the Council with the Pope be 
OYOALEY thin the Pope without a Connctl ? for, it carnot be concerved he / Dould 
9:6 conſent to his own depoſition. And this he proves from the Council ar 
Batll, who defined their Conul ts be above the Pope, at that time, when aei- 
thor th: Pope, nor bis Legats were preſent. And this Conncil of Baſil in their 
Stroll Epiitlr, declare a Gearal Conmel, as repreſenting the Univerſal 
Church, tobe Infallible, when ar the ſame time they aſſert, '/Þ.zr Popes have 
fall 110 HHereſie. Now, Can any one pothibly imagine, theſe men {hould 
believe the Popes Copfirmmuionto be necellary to the Conmeoils Iafullbility, 
who fuppole the Pope may be an Jrerich at the fime time, in which a 


n o 
CC omncait 


Clemangis diſput . de Concil, Geney. 
Mirandula dt fide & ordine credend. Thee« 


Pellarm. at 
Conctl, |. 2 
Co 13, 


by —x. > 


— OC 


FE Eee are 


510 


Pr ch died As 


Det Concl. |. 2+ 
' I 4+ 


c. 16, 


d. 12. 


L.2. dt Concil. 
C. I. 


P. 255. 


Of the Uſe and Authority of General Councils, Part TIT. 


ng —_— —_ 


Council may be Infallible ? And when they aſſert it to belong to the Connc'l 
only to pronounce, Whether the Pope be guilty of Hereſic or no ? Thoſe 
tierefore who contend for the Conncils Authority above the Pope, do not at 
all look at the Popes Confirmation, as neceflary to make the Decrees Inf alti- 
ble; though ſome of them may, to make them Caxical, For there lyes 
one of your fallacies; becauſe they look on the Pope as 1Minijterial Head of 
the Ch»rch, therefore to make Canors to be valid, they may judge it in moſt 
caſes necelſary that the Pope confirm the Decrees; but yet, they do not 
{uppole this Confirmation doth at all make them Ifallrble ; but, whether the 
Pope had confirmed them or no, they had been 7zfalrble however. So that 
you cannot ſay, That it is a principle of Faith among you, that Pope aud Conniil 
zozeth:r are Infallible ; for thoſe of this opinion make it a prizciple of Faith, 
that the Cocl init {elf is Infallible, and conſequently, whether it be con- 
tirmed by the Pope or no. And therefore Bel/2rmix fauth, Their opinion is, 
That in caſe the Pope be dead, depoſed, or refuſeth to come tothe Council, the Conn- 
cil is not at all the leſs perf. (t, but that it hath full power to mike definitions in 
»:atersof Faith, And when he comes to urge againſt this Opinion, one of 
his arguments 1s, that from hence it follows, / hat the Council would not at all 
need the Popes Confirmation ; and another, 7 hat Conncils without the Pope my 
err in Decrees of Faith ; for which he inſtanceth 1n che Councils of Sirminm, 
Milan, Ariminam, Epheſiis, &c. Neither, laith he, can it be anſrered, that theſe 
Councils erred, becauſe they were unlawfel Councils ; for the moſt of them wanted 
zothing but the Popes conſent, and the ſecond Epheſine Council was juſt ſuch ano- 
ther as that of Baſil. From which diſputation of Bellarmin, it is both clear, 
that thoſe who make Conncils above the Pope, do not judge the Popes Confir- 
mation neceſſary; atid thoſe who judge it neceſſary, do not ſuppoſe the 
Council Infallible without it. So that you are either deceived your lelf, or 
would deceive others, when you would make them believe that there 1s 
but one I»fallibrlity aſſerted by you, whereas nothing can be more evident, 
than that two diſtin& /ubjeffs of Infallibility are alſerted in your Church, 
ſome placing it in the Conncil without the Pope, and others in the Pope, and 
not inthe Connci/, and neither of them abſolutely and formally in the Pope 
and Conncil together. 

2, I ſhall therefore more fully ſhew, That thoſe mho make the Popes Con- 
firmtion neceſſary, do really place the Infallibility in the Pope, and not in the 
Council; and that from theſe things, 1. Becauſe they in terms aſſert, Thar 
though nothing be wanting to a Council, but the Popes Confirmation, it may 
err, if the Pope confirm it not. And this we produced Be/larmins aſſertion 
for already, giving that as the only reaſon, why thoſe Councils did err, 
which wanted nothing but that. Nay, heelſewhere aſſerts, or only that 
General Conncils may err, though the Pope confirm them not, but .although the 
Popes Legats be preſent, and conſent with the Conncil, yet if they do not follow 
the certary inſtruttion of the Pope, the Council may err. And, Can any one 
then poſſibly conceive, that the Infallibility Iyes any where but 1n the 
Pope? 2. You aflert, That all the Power and Infallibility which is 1 ti 
Charch, is formally in the Pope, and only firally im th! Church, becarſe it 1s 

or the gvod of the Church ; this I {uppoſe you have not forgot, fince you told 
us, that S. Peter ſuſtained the perſon of the Church hiftorice, and not para- 
bolice, and that the fulneſs of all Eiileſtiftical Power was wm him as Flead of 
the Church : If this be true, as there you aſſert 1t confidently, whatever 
you pretend here, you are bound to detend, that all! che I7fa/l1brlrty 1n 
the Council comes wholly from the Pop: ; for I know you wil not place 
Tefall:bility in one, and the fulneſs of Eccl irftical Pover m another. 3, Be- 
cauſe the main ground of the reprobatins Councils lyes in the Popes dſſent. 


So that Connciils which 1n all other particulars are accounted lawtul and 
general, 
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general, yet ifany thing paſſed dilplealing inthem to the Pope, fo far they 
are reprobated; as the proceedings of the Council of Chalcedon, Conſtance, and 
Baſil, in reference to the Popes, do fufhiciently reſtife. For, although they 
were the ſame perſons, aCting with equal freedom inthoſe, as in other things, 
yet when they came to touch any thing of the Popes Iater;ſs, then, becaule 
the Pope doth not conſent, ſo-tar they were not I»falible. By which it is 

lain, that, though the Cozc//. ſtands tor a ſhew and 4/izd tothe world; all the 
Lafallib lity lyes wholly in the Pope, And-by this means, tobe ſure, the Pope 
ſhall never receive any hurt by Gezeral Councils ; for if he pleaſes, the Councit 
ſhall either be approved or rejeced,,or partly approved, and partly rejected ; 
or neither approved, nor rejected; for of all theſe forts Be/lirmzin tells us 
Councils are ; which in ſhort is, The Councils which make for the Popes turn, 
are Iyfallible, but none other. And therefore Bellarmin, very conlonantly 
to his principles, ſayes expreſly, 7 otam firmitatem Conciliorum lvoitimorum 


De? Pontif. 


eſſe 2 Pontifice , non partim a Pontifice, parti 4 Concilio ; The whole ſtrength of RO :4o Co Je | 


lawful Councils depends wholly an the Pope, and not partly on the Pope, and partly 
on the Council. Andiftheir firmneſs doth, their Izfa#:b:1;ty mult do ſo too. 
This is not a meer private opinion of his, but that which doth neceſſarily 
follow, from the making the Popes Confirmation neceſlary to the Infallibility 
of General Councils. Although therefore you would fain pur off this as a 
matter of diſpute among mY ſelves ; yet it can be no matter of diſpute 
any more, than, W hether the Decrees of Coucils, as.confirmedby the Pope, 
be Infallibleor no? And therefore all that his Lordfhip objects, talls upon 
all ſuch who aſſert this : Whereof the firſt which you meation is, T hat 
then the Council is called but only in effect, to hear the Pope.give his Sentence in 
more. /tate. To which you an{wer, That the Objection hath the ſame force 
againſt the Council called in the Apoſties time, viz. that it was done, only to 
hear $. Peter pronounce his Sentence in mare ſtate, Neither had it been any 
more, if the Infallibility of the Council had only depended on S. Peters Sen- 
rence : but I hope you will not deny the reſt of. the Apoſtles to have been as 
Infallible as S. Peter was. But youan{wer, 2. That the Pope being to uſe all 
means morally requiſite tafiud out thetruth ; the Council is called really to help and 
afſift the Pope ; and the advice of the Council is a.neceſſary Medium to his Ho- 
lineſs, whereby to make a full inſpeftion into the matters he is to define. But 
all chis only confirms what his Lordſhip faith, That zz is for his grving Sen- 
rence in more ſtate'; for theConneil 1s only a ſublervient means, and contri- 
butes nothingat all to the [af z//ib:lity of the Sextence. But, you fay, They 
are 4 neceſſary Medium. 1. Then the Pope Cannot define any matter of 
Faith without a Gezera/. Council, Which, all who allert that Opunion, ut- 
terly deny ; for they ſay, The Pope may define- matters of Fith without a 
General Conncil ; and: Bellarmen lauh, That the' ftate of the Church, without 
General Councils ( which was for threehhundred years) might have continued ſa 
to the worlds end ; and therefore it was neceſſary there ſhould be a living Fudge, 
whoſe Infallibility ſhould not depend npon any Council' : And ellewhere he 
ſayes, 1a if ſeven Heoreftes have been condemned by feven General Councils ; 
more thin ahunired have been condemned without; by the Pope and Provincial 
Conncils, 2. Though the Pope muſt uſe all moral means, yet, W hy muſt 
a General Council be that noceſſrry Mediums ? Why may not a Provincial, or 
leſſer Coumcil ſerve turn? And ſo BrUarmin tells you, it would ; he faith, 
indeed /0- kind of Council 15 nreefſary, magnum aut parvum, unum vel plu- 
ra, prout iple judicaverit, excat or /ittde, more or hiſs, as the Pope ſhall jadge 
fittino ; lo that till a Gercral Count 18 but a piece of fate, for all ymral 
2495 might be uſed without one. 3. What uſe are theſe moral means for ? 
to cnable him to paſs a right judgement, or no? It they be, thenthe Pope is 
bound to pronounce according to the Decree of the Council, and fo it will 
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not be in his power, not to confirm it; if not, What do theſe moral means 
ſignifie ? No more, than the Crucifix Pope Innocent ſhewed to Monſicur de 
Sarnt- Amour z Before which, he told him, he kneeled down to take at the feet 
thereof his reſolution, according to the inſpiration given to him by the Holy Sprrir, 
whoſe aſſiſtance was promiſed to him, and could not fail him. We ſce, the Pope 
underſtood his Izfa/libil:ty better, than to make uſe of ſuch moral means as 
Comncils are ; he knew his Infa/libility came not that way, and theretore he 
took the more likely conrſe to receive his Izſpiration from Heaven, by ta- 
king his reſolution at the feet of a Cracifix. And this he called, his Council 
in matters of Faith : And yet, if we believe him, he did as much waar all 
moral means for finding out the truth, as another ; ſince he 1o ingenuouſly 
confeſſed at another audience, 7 hat he was old, aud had never ſtudied Divinity. 
But, What need he todo it, that could ſocaſily be i»ſpired, by kneeling ar 
the feet of 4 Crucifix ? Your Dottrine then would not be very well taken at 
Rome, that General Councils are a neceſſary Medium to his Holineſs, in order to 
the definition of matters of Faith, No more would your following Di- 
ſtindtion in vindication of Stapleton, 1 hat though the Pope acquires wo new 
power, or certainty of judgement by the preſence of a General Council, yet there is 
omething thereby, which conduceth to the due exerciſe of that power : So that it 
muſt be an nfurpation or «»dae exerciſe of power, for the Pope to offer to 
define without a Gereral Council. 1 know not what liberty you have to 
write theſe things among us ; but if you were at Rome, you durſt not ven- 
ture todo it. - Your ſaying, that Bellarmin only ſayes, That the firmneſs of a 
Council in regard of us, depends wholly ow the Popes Confirmation, argues, you 


| had very little to fay : For, What firmne/s hath a Councilat all in this diſpute, 


but in regard of us; ſince you look on men as obliged to believe the Decrees 
of it Infallible ? And if the Decrees had any I»fallibil;ty from the Council, 
that might make them firm in regard of us, as well as the Pope. But you 
object to your ſelf, That if” the Pope be Infallible without the Council, and the 
Council ſubjett to erronr without the Pope, it muſt needs follow, that all the Infal- 
libility of General Councils proceeds from the Pope only ; not partly from the 
Pope, and partly from the Council, To which you anſwer, That the aſſertors of 
that Opinion ( of whom you mult be one, if you know what you fay ) may 


fav, that Chriſt hath made two promiſes to his Church, the one to aſſiſt her Soveraign 
Head and Paſtor to make him Infallible, another to aſſiſt General Councils to make 


them ſo. But, What need this latter, if che former be well proved ? For it 


the Head be I»fallib/- by vertue of a promiſe from Chriſt, he mult be Infalli- 
ble, whether in Coxnc;/, or out of it. And therefore it is a ridiculous ſhitt 


 toſay, The Pope hathone promiſe to make him Infallible in a General Coun- 


cil ; another to make him ſo out of it. But I commend you, that ſince you 
thought one would not hold, you would have two ſtrings for the Popes In- 
fallibility. Andit 1s but adding a third promiſe to the Church in general, 
and then your threefold cord may be ſurely Infallible. 

You give many Reaſons (but none ſo convincing as Experience) Mhy 
the Popes ſhould not be Impeccabte ; and, if you ſearch Scripture, Antiquity, 
andReaſon, you may find as much, why they ſhould not be [zfa//ible. For 
that of the neceſſity of one, and nor the other for the Church, is of your own 
deviſing, it having been ſufficiently proved, that the certainty of Faith doth 
not at all depend upon the Popes, or your Churches, or Councils Infallib:- 
lity. Andit ſeems ſtill very ſtrange to all who know the doctrine and 
promiſes of Chriſtianity, and that the promotion of Holizeſs is the great 
deſign of it, and that Faith ſignifies nothing without Obedzexce, and that 
the Spirit of God is a Spirit of Holineſs, as well as Truth, that you dare 
challenge ſuch an affiftance of the Divize Spirit, as may make your Popes 
Infallible, who have led lives quite contrary to the Goſpel of Chriff, Navy, 
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ſuch tives, as his Lordſhip faith, as zo Epicurean Monſter, ftoried out to the " 5+: 
woria, hath out-gone them in ſenſuality, or other groſs impiety, if their own hiſto- 
rians be true. 

Your vindication of Pope Liberius his ſubmitting his judgement to Atha- 
naſius, becauſe the Pope had paſſed no definition ex Cathedra ix the buſineſs; Toid- 
hath no ſtrength at all, unleſs you firit prove, that the Popes definitions 
ex Catheari, were held Infallible then, which none would ever believe that 
read the paſſage, which his Lordſhip cites our of Liberizs his Epiſtle to 
Athanaſins., For, as he faith, The Pope complemented exceeding low , that 
would ſubmit his unerring judgement , to be commanded by Athanaſius, who 
he well knew could err. Whether S. Ambroſe in his Epiſtle meddles with P. 264 
any doftrinal definitions, or only with fome difficulties which that year , 
happened about the ob/ervation of Eaſter, (the fourteenth of the firſt month 
falling on the Lords day) is not very material toour purpoſe. Burt that it 
was ſomething elſe belides 4/trozomzcal definitions (which T know not what 
S. Ambroſe's excellency was in) might eaſily appear, if you had read the 
Epiſtle. Sothat you might have ſpared your large account of the Paſch4/ 
Letters ſent by the Biſhops of Alexandriaabout the keeping of Eaſter (which 
are no great novelties to ſuch, who are at all acquainted with Artiquity ) 
and given usa fuller account, why in ſuch a matter of d;/pxte about the 
right of the day to be kept that year, the Roman Biſhops ſhould not rather 
have ſtood to the Popes definition, than write to S. Ambroſe, if it had been 
then taken for granted, that the Pope was Infallible. But I might as well 
have palled by this teltimony of S. Ambroſe, as you do that of Lyra, which 
is ſo expreſs for the Erring and Apoſtatizing of ſeveral Popes, that you 
thought the beſt Anſwer to it, were to let it alone. However you come 
off with the ſtory of Peter Lombard ( which is not of that conſequence to 
require any further examination of the truth of it) Iam ſure you are hard 
put to It, in the caſe of Hozor:ws ; when you deny, that Honorius did realy p. ,g0, 
maintain the Monothelites Hereſie, and excuſe the Councils Sentence, by ſay- 
ing, it was only in caſe of miſ-information. Since it manifeſtly appears by 
the /ixth Synod, action. 13. that they condemned his Ep;/tle written to Ser- 
2iws, as containing, heretical and pernicious Doctrine in it. Andin the 
ſeventh Synod he 1s reckoned up with Arrius, Macedonins, Eutyches, Dio- 
ſcorus, and the rett of condemned Hereticks, among whom he is likewiſe 
reckoned by Leo 2. in his Epiſtle to Coxftantize, Which evidence is ſo 41. 8. 

reat, that Canzs-wonders at thoſe who would offer to vindicate him. And, 9% % . 
in the mean time, you provide excellent moral means for the Pope to judge cap.utt. 
of matters of Faith by, in Gezera! Councils, if they may be guilty of ſo groſs 
miſ-information, as you ſuppole here in the caſe of Hozorixs ; and not one 
barely, bur three ſucceſſively, the ſrxth, /eventh, and eighth, and the whole 
Church trom their time, till Alberizes Piehins, who firlt began todefend him. 

For concluſion of this point, h/s Lordſhip would fain know ( ſince this had been yp, 249, 
ſo plain, ſo eaſte a way, either to prevent all arviſions about the Faith, or to 
end all Controverſics, did they ariſe) why this brief, but moſt n*ceſſary propo- 
ſition, The Biſhop of Ro:ne cannot err in his judicial determinations concern- 
ins Faith, is wot tobe fornd either in letter or ſenſe, in any Scripture, in any 
Conncil, or in any Father of the Church, for the full ſpace of a thouſand years 
and more after Chriſt ? To this you anſwer, 1. That in the ſenſe wherein x ;q 
Catholicks maintain the Popes Infall:bil:ty to be a matter of neceſſary belief to 
all Chriſtians it is found ( for ſenſe) both in Scripture, Conncils, and Fathers, 
as you ſay you have proved, in provias toe Infall:bility of General Councils, of 
which he is the moſt principal and neceſſary member. So then, when we en- 
quire for the Intallibiliry of Gezeral Conncils, weare lent tothe Pope for his 
Confirmation to make them fo; but when we enquire for the Popes Infal- 

Uuu libilsiy, 


Amorol. A I Os, 
0.83. 


A eee Ee ec E—_—_ 


514 


"- ” — 
—— — 
OD —— — 


ibid. 


Concii.Cralc 
parte 2. Alte 2. 
pe 220, 


Conrul, Ephel. 
2.2. Alt.3.Þ 1g. 
3JOs 


8148 


EG 1 SIO AGO noe 


CL EE ea 


Of the Uſe and Arthority of Genera! Conncils., Part Ill. 


—_—_—__ 


[tb:lity, we are ſent back again to the Conncrls, tor the proof of it. And 
chey arc hugely to blame, it rhey give not an ample teltimony to the Pope, 
ſince he can do them as good a turn. But, between themborh, we ſee the 
greatc{t reaſon to believe neither the one, Nor the other to be Intallible. 
Bur, 2. You would otter at {omething too for his pr7/on4l Infallibility; in 


- which I highly commend your prudence, that you lay, 29% will owt Scri- 


re ; and you might as well have omitted all that tollows, ſince you ſay 
only, 1 hat the teſtimonies you have proauced, ſeem to av it in effe&t;, and at 
laſt ſay, [hit it is an Aſſertion 10 have wholly diclized the RANK Of, 
and judoe it expedient to do fo ſtill. And you may very well doo, if there 
be no better proots for it th:n thoſe you have proc{uced, but however, 
we mult examine them =Doth, not the Council of Chalcedon ſeem ro [ar, in 
effect, that the Pope is Tafallible, when, upon the readias of his Epiſtle to them, 
1a condemnation of the Entychian Hereſtr, the whole Aiſembly of Prelates cry 
out with acclanation, and profeſs that S. Peter (who ws Iafallible) [pake by 
the mouth of Leo, and that the Pope W.1TS Interpret: r of te Ap {He's T0156 Þ 
You do well to uſe thoſe cautious expreſſions of /- emma 79 ſay wa «feet, tor 
it would be a very hard matter to 1nagine any ſuch thing as the Pop.s In- 
tallibility in the highelt exprefſtons uſed by the Conner! of Chalredon, For, 
afrer the readingot Les Eprjil- againtt Entvches, and many teſtimonies of 
the F:thrs to the ſame purpole, the Councrl begins their acclamations, with 
theſe words, 1 his is the Faith of the Fathers, this ts the Faith of the Awoſtles ; 
all who are orthodox hold thus. And after it follows, Peter by 119 1th thus 
ſpoken, the Apoſtles have taught thus, Which are all the words there ex- 
tant to that purpolc. And, Is not this a ſtout arguinent, tor the Popes; perſonal 
Infallibility * For, What elſe do they mean, but only that ? --, who iuc- 
cceded in the Apoſtolical See of S. Peter at Rome, did concur in Vaith with 
S. Peter, and the reſt of the 4po/t/rs ? But, Do they fay, rhat it was jm- 
poſſible that Leo ſhould err, or that his judgement was [zf/7:/- ? or only 
that he owned that Dottrine which was Diviac and Apoſtoli:al? And the 
Conneil of Fpheſis (your next teſtimony ) hath mich leſs than this, even no- 
thing at all. For the Connc!! ſpeaks not concerning S. P«t7, or the Pope 
in the place by you cited ; only one of the Popes officious Leoats, Philip, be- 
gins very formally, with S. Peter”s being Prince and Head of the Apoſtles, ec. 
end that he to this day & mis ans diedizets Ci # JSiate; lives tn his ſucceſſors, 
and paſſeth judgement. Is 1t not a very good Intercnce trom hence, that the 
Conncl acknowledged the Popes perſonal Infallibility * becaule one of the 
Popes Lezats did allert in the Connc!, that S. Peter lived and judned by the 
Pope. And yet, Might not this be done without his perſonal 1:/2///b:1ity, 
in regard of his fuccefſion in that Se which was founded by S. Peter ? Bur 
you are very hard driven, when you are fain to take up with the Sentence 
of a Roman Prieſt, initead of a Gearral Conmaut, and anv jrdroment in mat- 
ters of Faith, initcad of Izfa///bi/ity. Your other tel!tmonies of S. Hr 
rom, S. Auonſtiz, and S. Cyprian, have been largely examined already ; and 
tor the remaining teſtimonies of tour Popes, you julily fear 17 would be an- 
ſrered, that they were Popes, aud ſpake partially ia 1h: ir ona cauſe. And you 
g1VC US NO antidote againſt theſe fears ; but conclude very warily, 7 hat 30:2 
had hith:rto declined the defence of that Aſſertion, and profeſſed that it woula 
be [nfficient for Proteſtants to ackmnowvicdve the Pope Infallible in, and with Ge- 
ral Councils oaly. Bur, as we {ce no reaſon to believe Gearral Conncoit i at 
all 1zfa/l:b1r, whether with, or without rhe Pu2-; fo neither can we lee, 
but if the [af:/{:6:4:t; of the Conzcrt depends Gn the Poprs Contirmation, 
you are bound to detend the Popes profonal Lnfillibility, as tie main Bul- 
nazk of your Charch, 
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CHAP. 1IIL 
Ot the errors of pretended General Councils; 


The erroneous Dottrine of the Church of Rome 1# making the Prieſts intention 
neceſſary to the eſſence of Sacraments. That principle deſtruttive to all cer- 
tarnty of Faith upon our Authors grounds. The abſurdity of aſſerting that 
Councils define themſelves to be Tnfallible. Sacramental attions ſufficiently di- 
ftinguiſhed from others without the Prieſts Intention. Of the moral aſſurance 
of the Prieſts Intention, and the inſufficiency of a meer virtual Intextion. 
The Popes confirmation of Councils ſuppoſeth perſonal Infalltbility. 1 ranſub- 
ſtantiation an error decreed by Pope and Council. The repugnancy of it to the 
grounds of Faith. The Teſtimonies brought for it out of Antiquity exami- 
wed at large, and ſhewed to be far from proving 1 ranſubſtantiation. Com- 
munion in one kind a violation of Chriſts Inſtitution. The Decree of the 
Council of Conſtance implies anon obſtante ro it. 7 he uzalterable nature 
of Chrifts Inſtitution cleared. The ſeveral evaſions conſidered and anſwered. 
No publick Communion in one kind for a thouſand years after Chriſt. 1 he 
indiſpenſableneſs of Chriſts Inſtitution owned by the Primitive Church. Of 
Invocation of Saints, and the Rhetorical expreſſions of the Fathers which gave 
occaſion to it. Ns footſteps of the Invocation of Saints in the three firſt 
Centuries ; nor precept or example in Scripture as our Adverſaries confeſs. 
Evidences againſt Invocation of Saints from the Chriſtians Anſwers to the 
Heathens. The worſhip of Spirits and Heroes among the Heathens juſtifia- 
ble on the ſame grounds that Invocation of Saints is in the Charch of Rome. 
Commemoration of the Saints without Invocation, in $, Auguiſtins time. In- 
vocation of Saints as prattifed in the Church of Rome a derogation to the me- 
rits of Chriſt. Of the worſhip of Images, and the near approach to Pagan Ido- 
latry therein. No uſe or Veneration of Images in the Primitive Church: 
The Church of Rome juſtly chargeable with the abuſes committed in the wor- 
ſhip of Images. 


Lthough nothing can be more unreaſonable than to pretend that Church, F$.1 
A Perſon, or Council to be Infallible, which we can prove to have actual- 
ly erred; yet we have yielded ſo much to you, as to diſprove what you 
have in general brought tor the oe, before we come to meddle with the 
other. But that being diſpatched, we come to a more ſhort and compendi- 
ous way of overthrowing your [zfallib:/:ty, by ſhewing the palpable talſity 
of ſuch principles which muſt be owned by you as I[zfalible truths, becauſe 
defined by General Councils confirmed by the Pope. Whereof, the fir/? in the pv. 28. 
Endictment, as you ſay, ts that of the Prieſt Intention defined by the Councils of 
Florence 4-4 Trent (both of them confirmed by the Pope) to be eſſentially neceſ- 
ſary to the validity of a Sacramenr, Concerning this, there are two things 
to be enquired into, 1. Whether this doth not render all pretence of Infallibili- 
ty with you a vain and wſtleſs thing ? 2, Whether it be not in it ſelf anerror ? 
_ We muſtbegin with the #/# of theſe, for that was the occaſion of his 
Lordſhips entring upon it; for he was ſhewing, That your claim of In- Þ. 5:1, 
fallibility is of no uſe at all, for the ſetling of 1 ruth aud Peace in the Church ; 
becauſe no man can either know or believe this Infall:bility. It cannot be be- 
lreved with Divine Faith ; havino no foundation either in the written Word 
of God, or 1 radition of the Catholick Church ; and no'humane Faith can be 
ſafficient in order to ut. But meither can it be believed or known, upon that 
decree of the Councils of Florence and Trent, that the intention of the Prieſt 
i neceſſary to the walidity of a Sacrament, And leſt you ſhould think I 
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reprelent his Lordſhips words too much with advantage, I will take his 


Argument in the words you have ſummed it up in, which are thele : Before 


te Church or any particular man can make ule of the Popes Iafallibility ( that 
is, be [tled, and confirmed in the 1 ruth by means thereof ), -he miſt either know, 
Or HP. {#1 C 2YOURAS believe, that ht is Infallible. But ( ſa yes the Biſhop) this 


ca only be believed of him, as he is $. Peters Succeſſor 12:4 Biſhop of Rome ; of 


which it 1s impoſſible, in the relator's optnton, for th: Church or am particular man, 
to have ſuch certainty as is ſufficient to ground an Tafallible belief, Why ? bi- 
cauſe the knowledge and belief of this, depends upon 1s bets truly 152 Order's, tru! 
a Biſhop, traly a Prieſt, truly Baptized ; none of all which, accordins toour pria- 
ciples, can be certainly known and believed ; becanſe (forfooth) the tnteationof 
him that a4miaiſtred theſe Sacraments to the Pope, or made him biſhop, Pricft,&c. 
can never be certainly known ; and yet by the Lottrine of the Connuls of Flo- 
Fence ard Trent, it is of abſolute neceſſity to the validity of every one of theſe 
Sacraments, ſo as without it, the = were nerther biſhop wor Prieft. Thus1 
grant you have faithfully ſumm'd up his Lordſhips Argument ; we mult 
now ſee with what courage and ſucceſs you encounter ir. Your firſt An- 
{wer is, That though it be tevel'd aoaaſt the Popes Infallivility, yet it bath the 
ſame force againſt the Infallibility of the whole Chrch in point s fundamental ; for 
we cannot be Tafallibly fare, there is ſurh a number of Baptized perſons to mate 
a Church. By this. we ſee how likely you are to afloil this dificulty, who 
bring it more ſtrongly upon your felt, withour the lealt inconvenience to 
your adverſary, For I grant, it neceſlarily tollows againtt the pretence of 
any Infallibility, whether in Church, Conncus, or Pope, as belgg a Ccertamn 
erouxd for Faith ; for all theſe mult ſuppole ſuch a cerruaty of the due ad- 
miniſtration of Sacraments, which your Doctrine of tention doth utterly 
deſtroy. For theſe two things are your prizciples of Faith, that there can 
be no certainty of Farth, without preſent [fallibility of the Chnrch ; and thar, 
in order to the believing this rr/f/za0ny Infallible, there mult be ſuch a cert ain- 
ty as is ground ſui!icient for an Ipfallible beltef. Now, How is it poſſible 
there can be ſuch, when there can be no certa/aty of the Beizz7 of a Church, 
Conncil, or Pope, trom your own principles? For when the only way of 
knowing this, is a thi-g not poſhble to be evidenced to any one in any way 
of Infall:ble certiizty, VIZ. the intention of the Prieſt, you mult unavoidably 
deſtroy all your pretence of 1»fallrb:/ity. For, To what purpoſe do you tell 
me, that Pope or Councils are Infallible, unleſs I may be 1fa/libly ſure that 
{uch adrcrees were paſſed by Pope and Conncil ? I cinnot be alſured of thar, 
unleſs I be firſt afſured that they were Baprized perſoxs, and; Biſhops of the 
Church ; and tor this you dare not ofter at [»f4//1b/e certainty, and theretore 
all the reſt is uſeleſs and vain. So that while by this Doctrine of the 121te 77- 
7ion of the Prieſt for the validity of the Sacraments, you thought to advance 
higher the reputation of the Pr/c/thood, and to take away the aſſurance of 
Proteſtants, as to the benefits which come by the uſe of the S:craments of 
Baptiſm and the Lords ger. you could not have atlured any rhing more 
really pernicious to your ſelves, than this Do&trizr 1s. *o itrange an 1n- 
cozitancy Was it in thoſe Conrcils to define 1t, and as great in thoſe who 
defend it, and yet at the ſame time, waintain the neceſſity of a preſent 
Irfallibility in the Church and General Conmcils, For can any thing be 
more rat/oal, than to defire the highelt aſſn7:z2ce as to that, whole dcorees 
I am to believe Ifa//:b/-? And yet at the lalt, you contels we can have 
but a moral certaraty of it, and that of the lowelt degree ; the utmoit 
ground of it, being cither the teſtimony of the Pr // himlelt, or, thar we 
have 10 ord tO [uſpect the CONLY AY Ye Now what unrealonable men are 
you, who lo much to the diſhonour of Chr//trzp Relinion cry out upon the 
rational evid ace Of the truth of It, as an 71174178 prince Þ/, nd that - Oe 
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reftants though they aſſert the higheſt degree - of aCtual cerra/zty, cannot 
haveany D:vine Faith, becaule they want the Ch irehes Jafallible teſt mony * 
and yet when we enquire into this Ifallible Teſtimony, you are fain to re- 
{olve it,into one of the molt acertaiz and conjettural things imaginable. For 
what can I have leſs ground to build my Faith upon, than chat rhe Pr:e/ 

had at leaſt a w1#rtal intention to do as the Church doth ? Whom mult I be: 
lieve in this caſe ? and whereon mult that Fazth be grounded ? On the Priejts 
Teſtimony ? But how can I be a{ſured, but that he, who may wander in his 
intention, may do lo 1n his expreſſton too? Or mult Idoit becauſe I have no 
reaſon to ſuſpect the contrary ? how can you aſſure me of that, that I have 
no reaſon to ſuſpe& the contrary ? no otherwiſe than by telling me, that the 
Prieſt is a man of that honeſty and integrity, that he cannot be ſuppoſed to 
do ſuch a thing without zzteztion ? So that, though I were in [taly or Spain, 
where, ſome have told us, it 1s no hard matter to meet with Jews in Prieſts 
habits, and profeſſing themſelves ſuch, and ating accordingly ; yet I am 
bound to believe (though they heartily believe nothing of Chri/tianity) that 
in all Sxcraments they muſt have an iztextion to do as the Churchdoth. With- 
out which, we are told by you, No Sacrament can be valid, becauſe the matter 
and form cannot be determined or united without the Prieſts inteation. And 
1erefore I do not only objeQ, that this takes away the comfort of all Sacra: 
ments as tothe receivers, but that it deſtroys all certain Foundations of Faith. 
Becauſe the promiſes of I»fz/1:6:/:ry ſuppoſing that, which I can have no a/< 
{urance of ; that Infallibility can be no foundation of Faith at all tome, As 
for inſtance, ſuppoſe the 27zle to an e/tate depends upon the Kzngs free dons: 
tio, and this doxation to be confirmed by his Great Seal; but yet ſo, that if 
the Lord Chancellor in the ſealing it, doth not izterd it ſhould paſs on that 
account, the whole gift becomes null in Law. I pray tell me now, What 
other aſſuraxce you can have of your z:z/e to this eſtate, than you have of 
the Lord Chancellors intention 1N paſſing the Seal? and what Tafallible cer- 
z4inty you can have of ſuch iteztion of his? Juſt ſuch is your caſe, you 
tell us, The only ground of I»f/lible certainty in Faith is the Churches In- 
fallibil:ty, this Infallibility comes by a free promiſe. of Chriſt, this promiſe 
muſt ſuppoſe a Church in being ; that there is a Church, we can have no more 
aſſurance than that there are Beptized-perſons , but the validity of their 
Baptiſm requires the Prieſts intention inadminiſtring it ; and therefore we 
can have no more aſſurance of the Churches Infallibility, than we have of 
the Prie/ts intention. And, Is this it at laſt, which your loud clamoursof 
Infall:bility c@me to? Is this the efett of all your excl-mations againſt 
Proteſtants, for making Faith «»certain by taking away the Churches In- 
fallbility ? Muſt our Faith at laſt be reſolved into that, which it is im- 
poſſible we ſhould have any undoubted afſuraxce at all of? And will not 
rhe higheſt reaſon, the cleareſt evidence, the moſt pregnant demoniſtra- 
tions which things are capable of, be accounted with you /aff#-1ext ground 
to build our Fath of the Scriptures upon ? and yet, mult a thing {p 7 
poſſible to be certainly known, fo generally uncertain and conjeRura}, be 
accounted by you ſufficient ground to believe your Churches Infallibility ? 
Are not the miracles wrought by Chriſ# and his Apoſtles, joyned with the 
Univerſal Tradition of the Chriſtian Church, a ground tirm enough, tor us 
to believe the Dodrinze of Chri/t divine? and yet mult the tention of 
the Priz/# with you be a much ſurer ground than theſe are ? By all which 
it appears, that if T had not alrcady largely diſcovered your grand Ipo- 
ſtare 1n your pretence to [ufallibility, this very Doctrine woul:! :tnvincibly 
prove it ; ſince, notwithitanding that pretence, you mult reſolve all into 
ſomething which falls ſhort of thoſe grounds of cerra7nty which we have 
ro build our Ft upon. But we muſt now conſider, how you offer to 
retort 
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retort this upon his Lordſhip ; for you ſay, The ſame Argument will hold 
zaainſt the Iafallibility of the whole Charch in Fundamentals ; ſince men can- 


 x2t be Tufallibly ſure, there ts [ſuch a company of men mho are truly Baptized, 


id. 
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But how maniteſtly ridiculous this 1s, will. appear, 1. That it will hold in- 
deed againſt all ſuch who affert this Doctrine of the city of the Prieſts 
ixtention,but not others. Therefore if his Lordſhip had ſaid, This DoQrine 
had been true, the retortion had been good ; but you faw well enough he 
difproves it as an error, and urges this as an abſurdity conſequent upon ir. 
Your arguinent then as it is, runs in this form : It they who hold the Prie/ts 
intention necelſary cannot be /are who are Baptized, then they who do not 
hold it neceſſary, cannot. Where is your conſequence ? for he was ſhew- 
ing, the u3c_rts:/xty of it depended upon that principle, and therefore I ſup- 
poſe the denying of the principle doth not ſtand guilty of the ſame abſur- 
d:ty, which the holding it doth. But it may be, the force Iyes in b-ing 
Infallibly ſure, and ſo that none can know the Intallibility of the Church in 
Fundamentals, but ſuch asare Infllibly = that men are Baptiſed, I Amt 
{wer therefore, 2. That there is no ſuch neceſſity of being [zfalibly ſure, up. 
on our principles as there is upon yours. For you build your Fa:th upon 
the Churches Infallibility in Pope and Councils, but we do nor pretend to build 
our Faith upon the Churches Infallibility in Fundamentals, All that we aſlert, 
is, that the Chprch 1s Infallible in Fundamentals, but we do not ſay, the 
ground of our Farth is, becauſe ſhe is ſo, tor that were to make the Church 
the formal object of our Faith : ſince therefore we do not rely on the Church 
as our Infallible Guidein Fundamentals, there is no ſuch neceſſity ot. that I- 
fallible certainty as to this principle as there is with you, who mutt wholly 
eſtabliſh your Faith upon the Churches Intallibility. The moſt then th: t we 
aſſert, 1s, that there is and ſhall always be a Church, tor that (as I have told 
you) is all that is meant by a Church being Infallible in Fundamentals; now 
for this we have the greateſt aſſurance poſſble, that there /h4// be from the 
promiſes of Chriſt, and that there zs, from the certainty we have of the Faith 
and Baptiſm of _ ſince no more is required by us to aſſure men of 
it, than all men in the world are competent J-dzes of ; which ſurely they 
cannot be of the Prieffs intention. So much tor your weak attempt of re- 

torting this Argument upon his Lordſhip. | 
But the main thing to be conſidered, is, your ſolid Anſwer you give to 
it; which indeed 1s of that weight, that it mult not be ſlightly paſſed 
over. You Anſwer therefore, {hat both a General Conncul and the Pope, 
when they define any matters of Faith, do alſo implicitly define that themſelves 
are Infallible ; and by conſequence that both the Pope in ſuch caſe, and alſo the 
Biſhops that fit in Council are en Baptiſed, in holy Orders, and hawe all 
things eſſentially neceſſary for that Funition, which they thea execute. Neither 
is there any more difficulty in the caſe of the Pope now, than there was n the 
time of the Prophets and Apoſtles of old ; whom all muſt grant that with the 
{ume breath they defined, or Infallibly declared the ſeveral Articles and points 
of Dottrine propoſed by them to the Faithful , and their own Infallibility in 
propoſine them. So indeed Vees anſwered in the caſe of Gezrral Conncils ; 
for when it was demanded, How it ſhould be known that the Conn was 
a lawful Connc!, he ſays, Becauſe the Conncil defined 1t [lf tobe ſo; but tor 
this he is ſufficiently chaſtiſed by Be//armin, who gives this unanlwerabie 
Argument againit it. Either ir doth appear fiom ſome other Argument, 
that while the Conxcil detines it ſelf to be a lawtul Conacit, it was a lawtul 
Cornctl; or it doth not : it it doth, To what purpoſe doth it detine it felt to 
be a lawful Conncil? if it doth not, then we ſhall doubt of that Iecrec 
whereby 1t defines it {elf to be ſo: tor it I doubt, whether the Council were 
lawful betore that Decree ; I doubt likewiſe, whether it might noterr 
in 
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in paſſing thar Decree. And therefore he grants, that no more that 
moral certainty or hiitorical Faith 1s requiſite in order to it. Now this 
Argument of Bullarmizs holds with equal ftrength (1t not more) againtt 
you ; for you derive the lawtulnels of the Concil from its [nfallibility, and 
that [zfall:b:/ity from the Conncils definition. Thus therefore I argue : 
Either it doth apycar, that the Conncid was [zfall:ble betore that detiniti- 
on, or it doth not. It it appears to be [afall;ble before, then its Lfatl:- 
bility is not known by that defizztzoz : It it doth not, How can Iknow it to 
be Infallible by it? For as I doubt, whether it was [zfallible before it, fo I 
muſt doubt , whether it was [zfa/ible 1n 1t: and conſequently it is im- 
poſſible I ſheuld believe it Ifallible becauſe it detines 1t felt to be ſo. 
Neither do you at all falve this, by calling it only an zmp!/rcite definition, 
for whether it be 7-plicite or explicrte, 1t 1s all one, .fince that d: fiaition is 
made the ground, why we mult believe the Conzc/ to be Infallible. And 
of all men in the world you ſcem the {trangelt in this, that you declaim 
with ſo much vehemency againlt thoſe who believe the Scriptures to be 
Infallible for thew{ilves; and yet aflert that Pope and Gezeral Conncils are 
ro be believed Infallible, becauſe they define themſelves to be ſo. Than which 
no greater abſurdity can be well imagined, For they who aſſert that the 
Scriptures are to be believed for themſelves, do not thereby mean that they 
are to be believed Infallible mcerly becauſe they ſay they are Isfa1/:ble, bur 
that out of the S:riptures ſuch Arguments may be brought, as may ſufi- 
cicently prove that they come from God. But when you ſay, that Pope and 
General Councils are to be believed Izfallible. becauſe of their :m2plicite 
arfinition that they are ſo, you can mean nothing elſe, but that they are 


Infallibl-, becauſe they take upon them to be 1zfallible, for that is all I can 


underſtan1 by your 7mplicit definition; tor it they ſhould decree they 
were Intallible, that were an exp/icit definition. But yet how ſhould this 
implicit definition be known ? for it muſt be ſome way certainly known, 
or elle we cannever believe rhat they. are Tzfa//ible upon that account, 
Which way then mult we underſtand that they 7»p/rcirly detine it? Is 
it by their meeting, debating, decreeing matters of Faith? that cannor 
be, for Conncils have done all theſe whichare acknowledged to have erred. 
Is it by Pope and Conzcil joyning, togethier ? but how can that be, unleſs 
I know betorc, that, when Pope and Conncil joyn, they are 'Izfallible ? 
If this then be all the way to prove that Pope and Counct! are true Biſhops 
becauſe Inf.zl/ible , and they are Infallible becaule they d-fize themſelves 
to be fo ; I lee, there 1s an abſolute neceſſity of a mans putting out the eze 
of his reaſon, if ever he hopes to /ce Pope and Councils Infallikle. But fur- 
ther yet, there is more abſurdity {till (if more can be imagin'd) inthis ex- 
cellent Anſwer ; tor here 15a new Labyrizth tor our Author to ſport him- 
{{lf in. For, we are to believe a Council to conlift of lawful Biſhops be- 
cauſe they are If !/:blr, and yet Ins only way to prove them I2falible, 
is by ſuppoſing that they conlilt of lawtul Bijhops. ForlT ask, Whether all 
perlons meeting together i Corzc/l are Infallible? No. . Are all Biſhops of 
Proteſtant, and the Greek, and other Churches belides the Roan, atſembled 
in Counc't Intallible? Vo. Mult 1t not then be lnppoled, that the Bſhops 
are lawful B:{hops, before they can 7wpticirly define themſelves Intallible ? 
And if their lawtulneſs muit be ſuppoſed betore their I2/2/:bitity, they 
cannot firſt be proved tobe Infallible, - betore we can know, W lizther they 
were lawful B-jbops or no. And we cannot know them to be lawtul Bz- 
(hops, unlels we knew the /zteation of the Prieſt; and theretore it remains 
proved with evidence equal to a dezzonſtzation, that your 7 .14/z1y of your 
Chirches Tatailtbility, can be no greater than that you have of the Prieſts 
tention in the adminiltration of Szcramats; | 
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And by this it appears, how abſurdly you go about to compare the cafe of 
Pope and Conncil, with that of the Prophets and Apoftles of old. For you chal- 
lenge not an Infallibility by immediate inſpiration, but ſuch as is conftantly re- 
ſident in the Church, by vertue of ſome particular promiſes, which mult ſup- 

ſe the perſons 1n whomit lodges to be attually members of the Church. And 
therefore all the proof of their /»fa/lzbi/ity depends upon the cer/ainty of that, 
which you can never fatisfic any rational men in; but, I hope, you will not 
fay, it wasſoin the Prophets and Apoſtles. Belides, God never lent any per- 
ſons with a meſſage from himſelf to the world, but he gave the world ſuffi- 
cient evidence in point of reaſon that He ſent them ; either by Miracles, the 
Teſtimony of other Prophets who wrought them, or ſome other ſatisfaftory 
way to humane reaſon, as I have elſewhere proved at large. But there is 
no ſuch thing in your caſe, no rational evidence at all is offered, but we muſt 
believe the Council lawful becauſe I»fallible, and we mult believe it Infatible 
becauſe it defines it ſelf to be ſo. Neither 1s it poſſible to conceive that any 
man ſhould believe whatever the Prophet or 4potle laid, to be Infallibly rrue ; 
unleſs he were before convinced, that they were [»fa/ib/e who ſpake it. But 
for this you have a further Anſwer, That it is not — tobelieve the In- 
fallibility of the propoſer, viz. prioritate temporis, i reſpect of time, and after- 
waras the Infallibility of the Dottrine he propoſeth : but it ſufficeth to believe it 
fir ſ# prioritate naturz, ſo «s the Infalibility of the teacher be preſuppaſed to the 
Izfallibility of his Doffrine, But what this makes to your purpoſe, I under- 
ſtand not. For it is not the zzze, but the evidence we enquire for, or the 
ground on which weare to believe the propoſer Infall:ble. Whether it muſt 
not be ſomething elſe befides the zmp/rcite defining himſelf to be Infallible ? 
You afſert that to be a ſufficient ground in the caſe of Pope and Conpcils ; 
and I pray, Will it not be as ſufficient in the caſe of a Quaker, or Enthuſiaſt ? 
May not they as well pretend this, that they are I»faliblc ? and if you ask 
them what evidence they have for it, they may tell you, juſt the ſame that 
Pope and Council have to be ſo: for, as they implicitely define themſelves to be 
Tfallible, ſo dothey. So that, talk what you will of privare Spirits and En- 
thufisſms, 1 know none lay ſo greata foundation for them as you do upon this 
pretence ; That we are to believe the Pope and Conncil Infallible, becauſe implicit- 
ly they define themſelves to be ſo. Than which, one could hardly meet with 
a more abſurd Anſwer from the higheſt Exrh»{za/? : for, he can tell you as 
boldly, that he hath the Spriz of God, becauſe he hath it ; and juſt ſo much 
you fay,and no more, Pope and Council are Infallible, becauſe they are Infallible. 
ButTI muſt pity you: 1 know you would not willingly have run into theſe 
abſurdities, but 1t was your hard fortune to maintain a bad caulſc, and you 
could not poſſibly help it ; for the fraights you were in, were lo great, 
that you mult venture thorow ſome great ab/urdity to get out of them. But 
all the pity I have for you is gone, when I read your next words. 
Thus we conceive the Relator's Achilles # fa/ley. How fallen ? If he be, it 
is only with Arte, to rife the ſtronger. Burt I aſſure you, ſo far was he 
from falling by any force of your Anſwer,that he ſtands more impregnably 
than ever, having not ſo much asa hee! lefr, that you can wound him in. 
Andif you have nothing more to ſay, than what you here give us in an- 
{wer to this argument, which you tell us, 7s the common Anſwer of Divines ; 
Iam fo far from wondring that his Lordſhip took no notice of it, that I 
ſhall only wonder at the weakneſs of your judgement, or largeneſs of your 
Faith, that can ſo contentedly ſwallow ſuch grand abſurdirres. 

If this be but, as you lay, the Prologue to the Play, I doubt you will find 
but a ſad Cataſtrophe in it : The main buſineſs, you tell us, is about the Prieſts 
zntention, concerning which he poſitively layes down, that it is not of abſolute 


neceſſity to the eſſence of a Sacrament, ſo as to make it void, though the Prieſts 
thoughts 
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tention is neceſſary, or elſe, Why is it neceſſary it ſhould b: (irnified? T-anſwer, 
The circumſtances are not intended to {ignite the Prie/ts 77tention any tur- 
ther, than that izrezrioz 1s diſcoverable by the act:ons the mtelves, fo that it 
is not any zwvard intention Which is thereby ſignihed, bur only ſuch an zte- 
tionas the outward attion imports, which is the celebration of the b/eſſed S.4- 
crament. SO 1t 15 not the Prieſts intending to make a SALA Rent, as YOU 
pbraſite it, bur his intending zo celebrate 27, 7. not tuch an intention as is 
unitive of matter and form, as your Schools ſpeak in this caſe, but ſuch as re- 
lates to rhe exz-7zal ation. Bur againit this you urge, 2. {hat ſuch exter- 
zl ſionification is not at all neceſſary ; for, lay you, Wigh: mot a Cathalick Pricjt, 
to ſave the ſoul of ſome dying Infant, baptize it, if h: could, without auy [ach 
ſianification by circumſtances ? Yes, and a very charitable man he would be 
1n It tO0O, if withour any ſtgnification by erromſtances, 2 could {awe the {0.1 
of a aving Infant, Bur Iſhould chink his meer umntention were ſufticient, 
and that the chef Prieſt would ſupply the relt, as the $:499/s determine in : 
like caſe. For they puta very hard Queſtion to themlclves, 1f the tout io, 
of a Prieſt be neceſſary to the waliatty of a Sacrament, th, Hhat b:coumws of 
the ſoul of an Infant, which ayes, being baptized withour the Pris fs intention? 
To which they an{wer, It may very prox/ty be beliewed, that 12 that caſt hum- 
mus Sacerdos ſupplebit, the High Priejt will ſupply that defect ; and what 
they ſay of inrezton, is much more true of Þ2pri/m at felt ; tor in calc it be not 
done out of contempt, I ſay that ſummws Sacerdos ſupplebit : It 1s not the meer 
want of Baptiſzz will damn the foul of the I1fazt, (as you luppole) when 
you make it {o neceſſary, to uſe ſuch ſhifts as you ſpeak of, ro av: 74+ (nl 
of adying Infant. But, Do youthink ſeriouſly, that is the way to doit ; 
for a Prieſt, under a Phyſical pretence to ſprinkle water oz the Childs fice often, 
and ouce among the reſt, to +" {oft or by way of diſcourſe, Ego te baptizo, 
&c. with intention to conferr the Sacrament ? But you ask however, IWWhe- 
ther the Child be not really baptized by this, althouzh noxe took notice of iwhat the 
Prieſt did ? I an{wer, though we ſhould grant it, yet it proves not that the 
Prieſts inward intention was it which made it a Suram: xt ; but the obſer- 
vation of the it:turion of Chriſt in the external actions ; and lo far, as that 
is obſerved in this odd kind of baptizine, 1o tar it 15 Baptiſ,, and no more. 
There are two things therefore to be oblerved in Srameat. actions. 
I. The d;fferencing of them from other common or ordinary actions, and this 
we ſay is done by the circumſtances attending them. 2, The validity of 
them as S:zcraments, and this depends wholly and only on the obſervation of 
Chriſts inſtitution. For, as It 1s Inſtitution which makes a Sacrament, 10 it 15 
the obſervation of it, which makes this a Sicrament al xttion, and not ano- 
ther. But inneither caſe is the Prie/ts ;7ztention necellary to the etſence of a 
Sacrament ; for it may have its full torce in all reſpects it was appointed tor, 
whatever the Prieſts inward intention be. So that neither of your Inſtan- 
ces, as to the Sacraments of Baptiſm, or the Euchariſt, do at all imply the ne- 
ceflity of the Prieſts ;ztention, in order to the eſſence of a Szrament, in cither 
of them. : 
As for the inconvenience which, you ſay, the Biſhop pretends wonld fol- 
low out of this Dottrine, v1z. that no man can reſt ſecure that he hath been 16+ 
ally made partaker of any Sacrament, no not of Baptiſm it ſi!f. You anſver, 
I. That as to the far greater part of Chriſtians, the [HCO VERIEACE. ollows 
much out of the Biſhops principles as yours, that they canuot be abſolutly wer- 
tain that they are baptized? becauſe the Prieſt may witiate ſomethin: rota: 
ing to the efſentials of Baptiſm. 2. Youanſwer, 1 hat moral Aſſurance is [ut- 
ficient in ſuch caſes, 1. e&. ſuch as is liable to no juſt canſ? of doubtio and ſur 
Speding the contrary. We accept of this latter Anlwer in reterence to your 
Tetortion of the izcomverntence upon us, as to which we ſay, That m_ 15 N3 
{uiicient 
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ſufficient cauſe of doubting, a man ought to reſt ſatisfied. But I ſhall now 
ſhew you, that this -zor.2/ aſſurance cannot be ſufficient in your caſe, and that 
for theſe Reaſons, x. Becauſe you build a main principle of Faith upon ir, 
and you ſay, 7 hat moral Aſſurance cannot be a ſufficient foundation for Faith ; 
for then all your diſcourſe of the reſo/ution of Faith, comes tonothing, which 
runs upon this principle, That nothing ſhort of Infallibility can be a ſufficient 
foundation for Faith. Now that you build a principle of Faith upon 1t, is 
evident, as I have proved already, even all that Izfalibility you pretend to 
in Church, Pope, and Conncil ; for ail depends upon this, that you certainly 
know, that ſuch perſons in your Church have had the Sacrament of Baptiſy: 
truly adminiſtred, which cannot be withaut knowing the Pris/ts intention. 
2, Becauſe you acknowledged before, that there —_ be ſuch a certainty as 
is ſufficient to ground an Ifaible belief”; tor this you placed in his Lord- 
ſhips ObjeCtion, and this you pretended to fatisfie, by ſaying, That the Pope 
and Council implicitly define themſelves to be Infallible ; and therefore you fall 
much beneath your ſelf now, when you ſay, Moral Aſſurance is ſufficient. 
3. Becauſe we have far greater ground for »oral Aſſuraxce than you : for we 
make no more requilite to the eſſexce of a Sacrament, than what all men are 
competent judges of ; and our Churchallows no ſuch Baptiſms, wherein none 


but the Prieſt is preſent ; therefore it he v4rzates any thing eſſextialto Ba tim, 


it may eaſily be diſcovered ; but in your caſe you have no poſitive Aſſurance 
at all of the Priefts tention, the utmolt you can pretend to, is, your having 
no ground to ſuſpeRt it, which in many caſes there may be. So that you 
cannot have properly a moral Certainty, which hath ſome evidence to build 
it ſelf upon ; butin your caſe there can be no evidexce at all of the Prieſts 
intention, and therefore the knowledge of it is uncertain and conje&ural. 
So that there is a vaſt difference between that »zoral Aſſurance, which we 
may have from the exterzal ation, and that which you can poſſibly have 
from the Prieſts intention. 4. Thedanger is far greater, in not having this 
Aſſurance upon your principles, than upon ours, and yet we have far greater 
Aſſurance than you can poſlibly pretend to. Your danger is manifeſtly 
oreater, as appears by this evident demonſtration of it, viz. that in caſe the 
Prieſts intention be wanting, you maſt, by your own confeſſion, be ouilty 
of groſs Idolatry ; and yet you cannot certainly know, what the Prieſts in- 
tention was. This 1s plain inthe caſe of the Euchariſt, whole idoration you 
profeſs to be /af41, becauſe you ſuppole Chriſt to be preſent there. Now 
this depends upon a thing impoſſible tor you certainly to know, and that 
is the Prieſts intention 1n the Coxſecration. For if the Prieſt wanted that i- 
ward intention which you make neceſſary to the eſſence of a $:cramerr, then, 
for all his pronouncing the words of Conſecration, Hoc eſt corpus meumn, Chriſts 
body may not be there ; and incale it be not there, you are by your own 
confeſſion guilty of 14o/atry, for you do not then worſhip Chrif, but 
meerly the Bread, Theretore, ſuppoling adoration of the Euchariſt upon 
your principle ot Tranſubſtantiation were not laolatry, yet lince that de- 
pends upon a thing /»peſ/ible to be kom, Who can with a good conſtience 
do that, which he cannor be certain, but inthe doing it, he may commit the 
greateſt Idolatry ? Wheretore, all the ill conſequences of this. Do&rine of 
the intention of the Pricſt conſidered, beſides the palpable erronrs of it 
never was any ['octrine more imprudently contrived, or more weakly 
managed, than wien this was decreed at the Councils of Florence and 
Trent. | 
You ſpend many words to explain that w7tnzl zntention which the 
Schools have taken up from Scores upon this ſubject; bur, all chat you ſay 
adds nothing of ſatisfaction : upon thele grounds, 1. Becauſe this virtual Fd 
7:::t10 mult fuppole fome actual intention, 10 1t 15 1n all thoſe caſes you men- 
| XXX 2 can 
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tion of a ferx'472t on his journey, a labourer at his work ; though thele may nor 
have alwayes an expreſs zntention of the deſign of their journey or labour, 
yet there 1s ſufficient evidence from both of them, to know they had an @z- 
al intention, and there is no neceflity of knowing any more of it, than what 
their a&tio-s diſcover : but in your caſe it 15 necelfary to know that there 
was Once an anal intention, becauſe upon that depends the «cfſeace of the 
Sacrament : and that is it which we object againit you, that you cannor 
have any aſſurance thar the Prieſt ever had an expreſs /21entionw. We do 
not therefore ſay, that any wandring thoughts after, do deſtroy the «ſſex;e of 
a Sucram-ut ; but the want of an actual ;nrention at all upon your principles 
doth it, and this you cannot be certain of upon your grounds. And there- 
fore your virtual intention doth you no ſervice at all ; tor you ſay, 7h:s 
Virtual intention is, when the Prieſt doth really operate, or celebrate the Sar a- 
ment in virtue of ax expreſs intention which he had to do it ; theretore it nc- 
ceſfarily follows, that the eſſence and validity of the S$zcrament mult depend 
upon the firlt expreſs ztention, and not rhe after virtual one, <o that it you 
cannot be certain of the firf atual intention, the Sacrimrat may want its 
eſſence, for all that you know. 2. Though a v:r+14l intention may be con- 
ſiſtent with ſome wandring thoughts trom the firſt 14t1t108, Yet not with an 
expreſs intention to the contrary. As in your own inſtance, A ſervant ſent 
upon buſineſs, hath at firſt an expreſs intention, to do what his Maſter com- 
mandshim; after, falling into company upon his way, he loſeth for the 
time his aiFual intention; but, as long as he goes on upon his fir{t buſineſs, 
he retains, I grant, a virtual inteytion of 1t: but, ſuppoſing that company 
diſſwade him trom it, or his own mind turn, fo that he hath an aa! in- 
zention to the cantrary, Will you ſay, this man retains his virtual intention 
ſtill ? Now our argument doth notlye meerly in this, that the Prieſt, ar 
the inſtant of Corſecration, may have his mand diſtratted from the matter, 
11 which caſe you ſay, The virtual intention remains {till, and 1s ſufficient ; 
hut, that you cannot have any certainty, but h2 may have an anal and ex- 
preſs intention tothe contrary, at the inſtant of Coxſecration, and this deſtroyes 
his virtual intention, and conſequently the eſſence of the Sacrament. For, 
as long as you require an inward :ntextion, belides the external action, you 
muſt be aſſured, that he had no aQtual contrary iztertion at that time, or elſe 
your virtual intention lignifies nothing to your purpole or ſatisfaQtion. That 
which remains, is concerning Catharinu, of whom his Lordſhip ſayes, Thaz 
being preſent at Trent, he diſputed this caſe very learneadly, and made it moſt ev; 
dent, that this Opinion cannot be defended, but that it muſt open a way for any 
unworthy Prieſt, to make infinite nullities in the adminiſtration of Sacraments ; 
and that his arguments were of ſuch ſereneth, as amazed ine othr Divines wich 
were preſent. Ard cancluded, that no internal intention was required in the 
Mimiſter of « Sacrament, but that intention which did appear, opere extcrno, 
in the work it ſelf performed by him ; and that if he had unworthily any war 

aring thoughts ; nay more, any contrary inteation within him, yet it neither did, 
zor could hinger the bleſſed effett of any Sacrament. To this youanlwer, That 
the Cardinal Palavicino is clear of 0p1n10n, that the Conaril decreed anthin? 
againſt him ; becauſe he denied not an intertion to be niceſſary in the Sazr 

ment, but only explicated the thing differently from the common way of th: 
Schoolmzen. But whoſoever will read the arguments which Carharimis nic 4 
inthe Council of Trent againſt the Prieſts inteation, will cafily find that liz 
diſputes againſt all manner of izward izt« tion, but ſuch as inay be difco- 
vered by the external ation. But we muſt conſider that Pluto had 
a particular kindneſs for Catharinus, as being of Sa (the prefent Popes 
Country) inſomuch that Ceſar Aquiiiains fairh, If Luther had be n of 


Siena, the Cardinal Palavicino world hxve defended him ; and thence he 
enJdeavoil 
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endeavours to vindicate [im in the point of certitude of Grace, as well as 
in this of the Prieffs iztention, though in both, he goes contrary to the 
general ſenſe of your D:v:zes, both then at 7rext, and ever ſince ; who 
looked on both Opinions of Catharizas, as condemined there, as is manifeſt 
by Bellarmin, Suarez, I'aſquez, Valentia, and others. But however, we may 
obſerve this from hence, What an excellent Rule of Faith, and ſudge of 
Controverſies the Decrees of your Corncil of Treat are, when there have 
been, and are ſtill, ſuch different Opinions, and eager conteſts about the 
lenſe of them; that in one point Dom#z#ciz 4 Soto laith, the Conncil decreed 
of his ſide, Catharinw ſaith juit the contrary, and yet both great Divines 
and preſent in the Couzci/., And in this Doctrine of the 7ztentioz of the 
Prieſt, the general apprehenſion then was, and hath been ſince, that Ca- 


tharinus his Opinion was condemned there, but Cardinal Palavicino un- 


dertakes to prove the contrary. Sothar in the mean time here is like to 
be a fair exd'of Controverſies, by your pretended Infallible Decrees of 
Conncils, when you are {o far from being agreed, what the ſenſe of them is : 
and yet Tow, Tou are the men who ſay, Controverſies cantiot be ended by the 
Scripture, becauſe there are ſuch differences in the ſenſe and interpreta- 
tion of it. Thus (we hope) we have {ufhiciently vindicated his Lordſhips 
firſt charge of errour againſt your pretended Gezeral Councils confirmed by 
the Pope. 

Baſes we come to the ſecond, you fay, His Lordſbip preſents ſuch a 
quaint ſubtilty againſt the Popes right to confirm them, and the neceſſity of his 
Confirmation, that you cannot well avaid the taking notice of it. Thus then, 


you ſay, he argues, No Council is confirmed till it be finiſhed : and when it is 


finiſhed, even before the Popes Confirmation be put ta tt, either it hath erred, or 
# hath not erred : If it hath erred, the Pope ought 109 to confirm it ; and if he ao, 
3 is avoid att : for no power cam make falſhood truth : If it hath not erred, 
then it was true before the Pope confirmed it ; fo his Confirmation adds nothing bug 
his own aſſent. As quaint a ſubt#/ty as you call this, Tam ſure you are hard 
put ro it, to return any fatisfattory Anſwertoit. For youdiſtinguiſh of the 
Popes joynt-conſent , and of his attual Confirmation ; in caſe, ſay you, the Pope 
either in perſon, or by his Legats concurr with the Council, then the defiaition is 
unqueſtionably Infallible ; but in caſe he doth not, then the aitual C onfirmation is 
weceſſary ; but in caſe the Countilerr, the Pope aught not, and it is impoſſible he 
ſhould confirm it ; but if he doth not ery, you grant it is true, before the Pope cons 
»»ws it, but his Confirmation makes us infallibly certain that it is true. This is 
the full force of your Anſwer, which by no means takes off the difticulcy, as 
will appear, r. That by reaſon of the Pope's rare appearance in Gexeya/ 
Councils ( never 1n any that are unqueſtioned by the Greek and Latiz Chur- 
ches) that of his jozzt-coſent cannot ſerve you : neither doth the preſence 
of his Legats futhce ; for it is determined by Bellarmizx, and proved by many 
reaſons, that though the Pope's Legats conſent, yet if they have not the ex- 
preſs ſentence of the Pope, the Council may err notwithſtanding. So that Rill 
the Popes actual Contirmation is ſuppoſed neceſſary, and that after the defi- 
nitions of the Conxc//are paſſed. And this is the caſe which his Lordſhip 
{peaks to: and ior youran{wer tothat, I ſay, 2. That in plain terms you 
aſſert the Popes perſonal Inf1llibility; which you difowned the detence of be- 
fore : for you ſay, In caſe the Cornc/lerr, not only the Pope ought not to con- 
frm it, but that it 1s 1mpoſſible he ſhould. Which, What is it other than 
ro aſſert, that the Poz- ſhall never err, though the Corxcil may ? Neither is 
it luficient to ſay, 7h. he ſhall never err 1n confirmino the Decrees of a Coun- 
c-!: forinrhis cate the Council 15 fuppoled attually to err already, fo thar 
nothing of [»//:b:/it3 can be at all ſappoled inthe Council; and it the Pope 
Ee not conbdered in lis perſonal capacity, he might err as well as the 
Conzmicil. 


De Conc3l. !\ 2, 
Co Is 


526 


Of the Frrours of pretended General Councils, Part II 


P. 287. 


Council, From whence it follows, ſince you ſuppole that a Council may 
err, but not the Pope, that you really judge the Conxcil not to be Infalli- 
ble, but the Pope only. 3. When you ſay, That if the Councrlerred wot, the 
Popes Confirmation doth not make the definition true, but makes us inialli- 
bly certain that it is true. Tenquire further, Whereon this [zfallible Cer: 
txinty depends ? on a promiſe made to the Council, or to the Pope ? Not to the 
Conncil, tor that you grant may err ; but it 15 unpoſſible the Pope thould 
confirm it, therefore Nil it 15 ſome promile of the Popes [nfallibilty which 
makes men [nfallibly certain of the truth of what the Council decrees. 4. To 
what purpoſe then are all thoſe promiſes and proofs of Scripture which you 
produced concerning the Councils Infallibility, it, notwithſtanding them, a 
General Council may err © Only the Pope ſhall never contirm it, and al- 
though ir do noterr, yet we cannot be Infallibly certzin ot it, but Ly the 
Popes confirmation. And let any reaſonable man judge, whether a promiſe 
of the Popes Infallrbility, though there be none at all concerning Conncils, be 
not ſuffictent for all this? So that upon thele principles you take away 
the leaſt degree of neceſſity of any Infallibility in Councils, and reſolve all into 
the Popes Infallibility. For to what purpoſe are they [zfallible, if we can- 
not be certain that any thing which they decree 15 true, but by the Popes 

confirmation ? | 
Bur that the Popes confirmation cannot make the Decrecs of thoſe you 
account Gemeral Conncils Infallible, nor us [»fallibly certain of the truth of 
them, his Lordſhip proves by another evidence in matter of tact, v2. 1 hat 
the Pope hath erred by teaching in and by the Council of Lateran ( confirmed by 
Innocent 3.) that Chriſt is preſent in the Sacrament by way of 1 ranſabſtantia- 
tion. Which (his Lordſhip faith) was zever heard of in the Primitive 
Church, nor till the Council of Lateran ; nor cap it be proved ont of Scripture ; 
and taken properly cannot ſtand with the grounas of Chriſtian Religion. This 
you call 2 ftrange kind of proceeding to aſſert a point of ſo great importance, 
without ſolving or ſo much as taking notice of the pregnant proofs your Authors 
bring both out of Scripture and Fathers to the contrary of what he minly affirms, 
How pregnant thoſe proofs are, we muſt examine afcerwards ; but his 
Lordſhip might juſtly leave it to thoſe who alert ſo ſtrange a Doftrine to 
produce their evidence for it. Eſpecially, ſince it 1s contet{ed by ſo many 
among your ſelves, That it could not be ſ.fficiently proved, 


mom oy pee diſt. T1. 4. 3 '. either from Scripture or Fathers to bind men to the belief 
r, o o [2 - . » . . * . 
ET II TEST: 40 of it, till the Church had defined it in the Council of Late- 


Fi(her contr. captivit. Babyl. c. g.p. 599+ 


ran : Since, the more moderate and learned men among 


CO” in 3. Qu. 75. A. 1. 
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Tenſtall ds veric. corp Corite, creep. as. JOT [16s ( Biſhop Tonſtall for one ) have lcoked on that 
Eraſmus in 1 Cor. 7. definition as a raſh and inconſiderate attion. Since, the 
Ferus in Matth. 26, noliſh Teſuits confeſſed, that the Fathers did not medal 
Apud Epiſcop. Elienſ. reſp. ad Aps!. Engl J eſu _ » fe Uh # ſ Sher: whe = G adie 
Cardinal. Bellerm, caps 1. þ. 7. with the Dottrine of Tranſubſtantiation. Since, Suarez 
Suarez it 3. diſp. $0. ſtit. 3. confeſſeth that the names uſed by the Fathers, are more ac- 


commodated to an accidental change. Since, Father Barns 


Barys Catholico-Romanus Pacificus. MS. \ | $a 
acknowledgeth that Tranſubſtantiation is not the Faith of 


ſe 7. liter. C, 


| the Church, and that Scripture and Fathers may be ſuffi- 
crently expounded of a Supernatural preſence of the body of Chriſt without any 
change in the ſubſtance of the Elements, For which he produces a large 
Catalogue of Fathers and others. Since therefore we have ſuch conteſl1- 
ons of your own ſide, What need his Lorditip (in a Controverlic ſo 
throughly ſifted as this hath been ) bring all the Teſt:-077es of both {des 
which had been ſo often and ſo punctually examin'd by others * 4 / ajt 
(you lay ) heſhonld have cleared how Tranſubſtantiation may be taken impro- 
perty, whereas of all the words which the Church uf. th, there is none methints 
{{s apt to a Metaphorical and fieurative ſinſe, than this of 1 23. men 
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By which I ſee you are a man who would really ſeem to believe 7 ranſ#b- 


ftantiation, and are afraid of nothing, bur that it ſhould not be 7-:09//7b/e 


enough for you to believe it. For his Lordſhip was only afraid, that 


though the word it felt were groſs enough, yet ſome of the more retned 
and fubtle wits might 77a1/ub/tantrate the word it ſelf and leave only the 
accidents of it behind, by taking it 1n a ſpiritua/ ſenſe ; as Bellzrmin con: 
fefſes thoſe words of St. Bernard, In Satramento exhiberi nobis veram car- 
nis ſubſtantiam ſd [piritualiter nor carnaliter, have a true ſenſe ; but adds, 
that the word \piritualitcr 72? zot be too often uſed ; and the Conncil of 
{rent would ſeem to provide an evaſion by Sacramertaliter : and his Lord- 
{hip not well knowing what they would have by ſuch expreſſions, there- 
tore he ſaith, properly taken 7t cannot ſtand with the grounds of Chriſtian 
Reliezon. And for all thoſe expreſſions, Be#armin as well as the Conxcil 
take itin as groſs a manner as you can deſire; and I think the Phyſiciaz 
who wanred þoſ/rbilities exongh to exerciſe his Faith, needed nothing elſe 


tory it, but your Doctrine of 1 r2ſ«b/fantiation. But you ſay, The term 


indeed was firſt authoriſed by the Connul of Lateran, as %inG by that of 
Nice; bt for the things it ſelf ſignified by this term, which is a real con- 
werſion of the ſubſtance of bread into the body of Chriſt and of wine into his 
blood, "tis clear enonh, that it was ever held for a Divine truth. If you 
prove but that, I will never quarrel with you about the ze, call it 
1 ranſubſtantiation or what you will ; but we do not think it fo clear, as 
not to want proots ſtronger tor the belief of it, than all the repugnancies 
of tenſe and reaſon are againſt it. For it 1s a vain thing for you to attempt 
to prove 10 unreaſonable a Doftrine as this is, by ſome few lame citations 
of Fathers, unleſs you can firſt prove that the Authority of them is ſo great, 
asto make me helicveany thing they ſay, though never ſo contrary to ſenſe 
and rcaſon. If you could bring ſome places of the Fathers to prove that 
we mult renounce abſolutely the judgement of ſenſe, believe things moſt 
contradictious to reaſon, yet you muſt firft ſhew that the evidence they 
bring is greater than that of /exſe or reaſon. Or that I am more bound 
to believe them, than I am to believe the greateft evidence of /exſe or rea- 
ſon. Whenyou lay, In theſe caſes we muſt ſubmit reaſon to Faith ; we ac- 
knowledge it, when it is no manifeſt contradiction, in things ſo obvious 
to ſenſe or realon, that the ailerting it, will deſtroy the uſe of our facultres 
and make us turn ablolute Scepricks ; for then Faith, mult be deſtroyed 
too. For may nota man queition, as well, whether his hearin may not 
deceive him as his ſight, and by that means he may queſtion al the Tra- 
dition of the Church, and what becometh of his Faith then ? and if his 
/izht might deceive him in a proper object of it, wor not the A4po- 
tes fight deceive them inthe body of Chrilt being riſen from the grave? 


* 


"And if a man may be bound to believe that to be falſe which his ſenſe 


judges to be true, whar aſſurance can be had of any zziracles which were 
wrotght to contirm the Chri/t:cz Doctrine ? and therefore his Lordſhip 
might well ſay, That '[ranſ»bſtaatiation is not conſiſtent with the grounds of 
Chriſtia2 Relizron. Pur of this I have ſpoken already. That which I 
2m now upon, 1s not how far reaſoz 15to be ſubmitted to Divize Authority, 
in cale of cert 1iary that there is a Divine Revelation tor what I am to be- 
lieve ; but how far it is to be renounced, when all the evidence which is 
brought is from the .1-7hor-1y of the Fathers f So that the Queſtion in 
ſhort is, Whether there be greater evidence that Iam bound to believe 
the Fit rs in a matter contrary to ſenſe and reiſon, or cole to adhere to 
the jadrment Of tha though in oppolition ro the Fathers Authority ? 
And fince you do not grant their Arthorzty immediately Dive ; fince you 
pretend not. to places :s clear our ot them as the judgement of {eſe and 
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r-aſor is in this caſe; ſince you dare not ſay, that all the Fathers are as much 
2grced about it, as the ſexes of all mankind are about the matter in dif- 

ite; I think with men who have not alrcady renounced all that looks 
Fike reaſon, this will be no matter of Controverlie at all. - Fro:n whence 
it follows, that ſuppoſing the Fathers were as clear tor you- (as they are 
againſt you) in thus ſubjett, yet that would not b- eno..gh-to perfwade us 
to believe ſo many contradittions as [ranſbſtantiation involves 1n it meerly 
becaule the Fathers delivered it to us. I ſpeak not this, as though I did 
at a'l fear the clearnels of any 7eftim97ny you can produce out of them, but 
to ſhew that you take not a competent way to prove ſuch a Dottine 
as {raxſubſtantiatioa is. For nothing bur a ſtronger evidence than that of 
ſenſe and reaſon, can be judged ſufficient to overlway the clear dictates of 
both. 

This being premiſed, I come to conlider the clear evidence you produce 
out of Azatiqurty for this Dottrine, and lince you pretend to ſo much 
choice in referring us to Bellarminand Graltierus for more, I mult either 
much diſtruſt your judgement, or ſuppoſe theſe rhe c/areſt to be had in 
them, and therefore the examination of rheſe will fave the labour of 
ſearching for the rett. And yet it is the great unhappineſs of your cauſe, 
that there is ſcarce one of all the Teſtimonies you make uſe of, but either 
its Authority is {lighted by ſome of your own writers, or ſuthcicnt reaſons 
given againlit it by many of ours. Your firit isof Sr. Cyprian ( or at leaf 
an Aathour of thoſe firſt azes of the Church ) who ſpeaking of the Sacrament of 
the Euchariſt, ſaith, This common bread chang'd into fl ſh and blood giveth 
life. And again, The bread which our Lord gave to his Diſciples being chang'd 
not in its outward form or ſemblance, but iz its inward nature or ſubſtance, by 
the omnipotency of the word is made fleſh. As to this Teitimony there are 
two things to be conſidered, the authority, and the weaning of ir. For 
its .4«thority, you ſeem doubttul your ſelf, whether S. Cypr/a's or no (ſince 
Bellarmin and others of your own deny it ) but at /raff you lay, az Authour 
of thoſe firſt ages of the Church, but you bring no evidence at all tor it, 
Bellarmin grants that he is younger than St, Augn/tize; and others ſay that 
none mention him for 800 years after St. Cypreazs time. And the. abun- 
dance of barbariſms which that book is fo tull fraught with, maniteſt, that 
it is of a much later exrrattion than the time it pretends to. But the 
matter ſeems to be now out of queſtion ; ſince the Book 1s ext.int in the 
Kine of France's Library with an Inſcriptioa to Pope Adrian, and a 1MYSS. of 
itis in the Library of A-Souls in Oxford with the | Inſcription and 
the name of Arzaldus Boarvillacenſis ; who was StFWWBeryards co-tempo- 
rary, and lived in the twelfth Cextary, And thoſe who Haye raken the 
pains to compare this Book with what is extant ot the ſame Authour in 
the Bibliotheca Patrum, not only obſerve the very ſame barbari/ms, but rhe 
{ſame conceptions and expreſſions about the Suramwt which the other 
hath. Although therefore I might juttly reject this reſtimony as in all 
reſpeQs incompetent, yet I ſhall not take rhatadvantage ot you ; bur, fup- 
poling him an Authour as ancient as you would have him, TI ſay he proves 
not the thing you bring him for. For which, twothings muſt be enquired 
into. 1. What kind of pr-/-nce of Chrijt he allerts in the Sirramer?. 
2. What change he ſuppolcs to be made in the Elements. For your 
Dotrine aſſerts, That there is a converſion of the whole ſubſt.inre of bread 
and wine into the ſubſtance of the natural body ara blood of Chrift, ana tht 
this conveniently, properly, and moſt aptly is calld 1rauſubſtuntiation. Now 
if this Authour ſpeaks wholly of a rea! but ſpiritual preſence of Chriſt, and 
if he aſſerts that the /ub/Fance of bread and wine 40 remain {ll, you can have 
no pretence atall left, that this 4«bour aſſerts your Doctrine - Tranſub- 
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fantiation. For the firſt, he expreſly faith, That rheſe 


thinos m1ſt not be naderſtood after a carnal ſenſe : Viz. un- 
leſs ye eat the fleſh and drink the blood of the Son of man, ye 
(hall have no life in you ; for Chriſt himſelf hath ſaid, His 


Sed in rogitationibus byjuſhhodi, caro 
ſangurs non prodeſt quidquam ; quia fecut ipſe 
magi/ter expoſuit,uerba hec ſpiritus & vita 
ſunt : nec carnalts ſenſus ad intelleflum tar.- 
te profunditat is penetrat, niſi fides acctdate 


words are ſprrit and life. And nothing can be more 
evident, than that this Authour ſpeaks not of any cor- | 
poreal, but ſpiritual preſemce of Chriſt, by the effets which he attributes to it, 
calling it 7mconſumptibilem cihum, that food which cannot be conſumed : and 
the reaſon he gives of it, 1s, becaule ir feeds to eternal life, and therefore he 
{aith it 1s /17mortalitatis alimonia, that which nouriſheth to mmmortality ; which 
cannot poſſibly be conceived of the corporal preſence of Chriſt, ſince you 


Audtor de Caceni Domini, ſed, 4. 


- confeſs the body of Chriſt remains no longer in the 4oay 
of the bread and wine do. And after h: tells us, M”hat 
the feeding upon the fleſh of Chriſt is, v1zs our hunger and 
d:ſire of remaining in Chriſt, by which the ſweetneſs of his 
Lowe, is ſo unprinted aud melted 25 it were within us, that 
the [avorr of it may remain in our palate and bowels, 
penetrating and 2 2 ul Il 
ſonl and body. And 1o juſt betore he laith, Chri/t did, 
Spirituali nos inſtruere documento, inflruct us by a ſpiritual 
leſſon, that we might know, that our abiding in him is our 
eating of him, and our drinking a kind of incorporation, by 
the humility of our obedience, the conjunttion of our wills, 
the union of our affettions. And 1n another place de- 
nies, That there ts ay corporal anion between Chriſt and 
xs, but a ſpiritual ; and therefore adds afterwards, As 
often as we do theſe things, we do not ſharpen onr teeth to 
bite, but brea& and divide the holy bread by a ſincere 
Faith, All which and many other places in that Au- 


diffuſing it ſelf through all the receſſes of 


than the accidents 


Eſus igitur carnis buj:ts quedim aviditas 
eft, & quoddam aefiderium maneadi in ipſo 
per quod ſic imprimumus, & eliquams in no-+. 
bis dulcedinem charitatn, ut hereat palato 
& viſceribus ſapor dileftionis infuſus, pene- 
trans & imbuens omnes anime corporiſque re? 
ceſſus, 1d. tet. 9, 

ut ſciremus quod manſi1 noſtra in ipſo ſit 
manducatio, & potus quaſi quedam incorpo- 
ratio, ſubjittis obſequits, voluntatibus jun- 


- , - 


015, affettibus wnitts. 1d. th. 


Et non tam corporali quam ſirituali tranſi 
tione Chriſto nos uniri. Set. g. 


Hec quotits agimus, non dentes ad merden« 
aum acuimus, ſed fide ſmcera panem ſanftnn 


frangimus &* partimur. Id. ſe&. 18. 


thour make it plain, that he doth not ſpeak of ſuch a corporal preſence as you 
imagine, but of a r64/ but [p:ritual preſence of Chriſt, whereby the ſouls of 
Believers have an intimare union and conjunction with Chriſt, which he 
calls Soctetatem germaniſ/imam, in which reſpect they have communion with 
the body of Chriſt. ButT need mention but one place more to explain his 
meaning, in which he fully aſſerts the /p1r/tual preſence of Chriſt, and withall 


that the {ubltance of the elements {oth remain. That 
immortal ——— ofven us, which differs from com- 
mon food, that it get ns the nature of acorporeal ſubſtance, 


Sed Immorta'ztit's alimonia datir,s comimy- 
nibus cibis diſterens, corporalis ſubltantie ve- 
tinens ſye'tem, fed virtits divine inviſpbils 
efficientia probans adeſſepreſ ntiam, 1d. ſ. 2. 


but proving the preſence of a Drvine power ,by its inviſible a9 
efficiency. So that what preſence of Divine power there 1s, is ſhewed in 
regard of the «fects of it, not in regard of any ſub/fantial change of the bread 
into the body of Chriſt ; for in reference to that efficrexcy he calls it, immortal 
nouriſhment, and afterwards, 1 hat 2s common bread 1s the life of the body, fo 
this ſuper ſubſtantial bread is the life of the foul, and health of th: mind, But 
I know you will quarrel with me tor rendring, corporalrs {ibſtantie rett- 
nens ſpeciem, by retaining the nature of a corporal ſubſtznce ; for you would 
fain have /pccres to lignire only the accidents of a corporeal ſubſtance to te- 
main. Thus being therefore the main thing in diſpute, if I can evince that 
ſpecies fignihies not the bare external accidents, but the nature Of a corporeat 
[abſtance, then this Authour will be ſo far trom aſſerting, that he will appear 
point-blank againſt your Doctrine of Tranſubſtantiation. Now I ſhall 
prove that ſpecies was not taken then, tor the meer external (hape and fienre, 
but for the ſolid body it ſelf eſpecially of ſuch things as were deſigned for 
nouriſhment. Thence in the C:2// Law we read of the ſpecies annonarie, 
and of the /becies publice, largitionales, and fiſcales ; and thoſe who had the 
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care of corn are ſaid to be curatores ſpecterum ; and thence very often in the 
cod. Theod. ds Codes of Juſtiaranand 1 heodoſurs, there is mention ot the ſpecies vint, ſpecies 
carſupubl & let, ſpecies rritici. But leſt you ſhould think, it is only uſed in this ſenſe 
Arcad. 1. uit. in the Civil Law, nor only Ciodore and YVezetizes ule 1t In the ſame lenſe for 
De "+ aa the /pecres tritich, and ſp-cies annonarie ; but, that which comes home to our 
+ x +84 purpoſe, St. 4»broſe uſes it where it is impoſſible ro be taken for the meer 
Vegetins de re external accidents, but muſt be unceri{tood of the /.:4/?azree it ſelf : ſpeaking 
WE $6 of Chr:/ts being deſired to change the water into wine he thus expreſſes It, 
Ambroſ. ſerm. Ut rovatus ad nuptize aque ſbſtantiam in vin! ſpecicm commiutaret, that he 
214 <:/i- would change the ſubſtance of water into the ſpecres of wine ; Will you 
fo Fpiphan. " : : , 7 
ſay, that Chriſt turned it only inro the external accidents and not the »:- 
Auguſtin. in ture of it? So when St. 4+/f12 ſayes, that Chriit was the ſame food to the 
Pſaim 82. Jews and us, /i21'ficatione 207 ſpecre, he oppoles ſpectes to a meer 7yp”, and 
therefore it imports the /ub/twce and reality of the thing. And lo the 
Origen. bom. 9. tranſlator of Origen oppoles the regeneratio in ſpeci to the baptiſmns in e7'g- 
ram_ mate, and the mana 1n entomate to the mana in ſpecie : in both which, 
being oppoled to the fizzre it denotes the reality. And one of thoſe 44- 
Ambroſ. de S2- thour's 5 wo you cire, in the very ſame Book and Chipter which you cite, 
an 14:64 uſes ſpecies ſanguinis tor the [ubſtance of blood, for he oppoles it to the ſimi- 
litudo ſanzuints ; for when the perſon objects, and ſayes, That after the cup 
is cooſecrated {peciem fanguinis non video, 1 do not ſee the nature or ſub- 
ſtance of blood ; heanſwers him, Sed ſimilitudinem habet, But 1t hath the re- 
ſemblance of it ; for as (laith he) there is the ſimilitude of his death, ſo there 
is the ſimilitude of his blood. Thele may be ſufficient to ſhew that /p.cz-5 
corporalis ſubſtantie, does not relate to the external ſhape and figure, but to 
the nature and realityof it : So that his meaning is, although it remains ſtill 
the ſame /ub/tarce of bread and wine ; yet there 1s ſuch an inviſible ficiency 
of Divine power going along with the «/e of it, as makes it to nouriſh the 
ſoals of men to eternal lite. | 
6. 9. And now it will be no matter of diticulty at all ro Anſwer the places 
you bring out of this Authour. The firſt is, '/ hrs commng bread chan''d 
into fleſh and blood giveth bife. But how little this place makes to your 
purpole is eaſie to diſcern, becauſe we do not deny a Sacramental chanze 
of the bread into the fle(b ard blood of Chriſt, bur only that ſub/tantial chinre 
which you aſſert, but that Authour ſufficiently diſproves, even in that 
very ſentence from whence thoſe words are cited, it you had given them 
8 #28 OE 4M us at large. For, faith he, thit common bread bein? 
| ns #20 - + oofarthonks ups wy chano'd tato fliſh and blood, procures life an4 rmmcrerſ' ro 
poribres . zdeoq; ex conſueto rerum effect 4, Our bodies - aud therefor ce f Yom t he nf ual eff.et of th ni, 
920 pen = ac gens oh WML5 weakneſs of our Faith is helped, be'no ta wht by 4 
efſe vite etern.e tſſetlum, &- non tam corpo- ſenſible aroument, that the effeet of eternal life is »n the 
rals quam fri ituals tranſpteone Chrito nos yifale Sacrament:, and that we are nvt united to Chriſt 
wnirs 1d. ict. 5. | ; NES ; .* 
ſo much by a Cornoral as Spiritual union. In which 
| words he compares the /#2» and the him7 [i9»fird together : thar as the 
bread being Sacramentally changed into che /-jh and 41114 of Chriſt, doth 
yer really give /fe and xowriſhment to our bodies, ( which certainly 15 far 
enough from that ſ#b/tantial change into the body of Chriſt, which you af 
fert/ ſoby thac efeCt of the ſez it ſelf upon our bodtes, our Faith is helped 
the better ro underſtand the -#i-a-y of the thing ſignified upon our /oul«, 
in order toeternal life ; there being as real, though /piritual, nniou between 
Chriſt ant Believers, as there is between the hr-ad and our bodies. And 
that this1s the plain and unſophiſticated meaning of this Authour in theſe 
words, I dare appeal to the impartial judgement of any intelligent Rea- 
der. By which we ſee, Thoſe firſt words of the chanve of the bread into 
the fb and bloodof Chriſt, muſt be underſtood of a {acramental, and not 
a ſubſtantial change. But your other is the great and (as Bellarmiz thinks) 
unan{werable 
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#xanſwerable place ; which you thus render, The bread which ovir Lord gave 
to his Diſciples, being changed not in its outward form and 
ſemblance, but in its inward nature and ſubſtance, by the 
ommipotency of the word is made fleſh, Asto which place, 
I muſt tell you firſt, that there are very ſhrewd ſuſpi- 
cions of ſome unhandſome dealings with it; for ſome great Criticks have 
a(ſured us, that the place 1s corrupted, and that the ancient MSS. read it 
quite otherwiſe, 0» effigie, nec naturd mutatus, which is o far from your pur- 
poſe, that it is direQly againſt it ; and this ſeems far more conſonanr to the 
following words ; For, faith he, as in the perſon of 
Chriſt, the humanity was ſeen, but the divinity lay hid ; [0 
in the viſible Sacrament, the divine efſence doth infuſe it 
elf after an unexpreſſible manner. In which it is conli- 
derable, how he doth parallel theſe rwo together ; for _ 
as the humane nature of Chriſt did /ub/axtially remain, notwithſtanding the 
preſence of the divine nature,10 ro make good the parallel, the /ubtance of 
Bread and Wine mult remain too, and that becauſe he doth not ſay, That the 
body of Chriſt is preſent, which might exclude the /ub/arce of the elements, 
but the divine eſſence, which only imports a ſpiritual and real preſence. 
And when he faich, That the Bread is neither changed in its form or na- , 
ture, when by the Ommipotency of God it is made fleſh (i.e. asto the real com- 
munion which believers have of the body of Chriſt ; which is an at of 4;- 
wine power as well as goodneſs) he ſaith no more, than Theodoret, Ephrains, 


Pans iſte quem Dominus diſcipulis porrige- 
bat, non effigie, ſed natura mitatus, omnipo- 
tenti4 verbi faftus t/t care; Id. ſe. 6. 


Et ſecut in perſona Chriſts humanitas vi- 
debatur, & latebat divinitas ; ita Sacra- 
mento viſibilt, ineffabiliter divina ſe inſu- 
dit eſſentia. Ib. | 


and Gelaſizs do expreſly ſpeak. For, faith Theodoret, 
The myſtical ſymbols after Conſecration, go not out of their 
own nature, but remain in their former ſubſtance, figure, 
8nd ſhape, and are viſible \and tangible 45 they were before : 
Which words, conſidering the occaſion and importance 
of them, are ſo expreſs, as nothing can be more. And 
in his former Dzalogae, he gives an account, Why the 
external ſymbols are called by the names of the body and 
blood of Chriſt, not by changing their natures, but by ſuper- 
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adding Grace tonature ; Which is the ſame withthat our Authour faith here, 
Thongh neither figure nor nature be changed, yet by Gods Ommipotency it is made 
fleſh ; that wg%0% xden@,,. in Theodorery and this omnipotentia Dei, here, im- 


porting the ſame thing. To the ſame. purpoſe Ephra- 
mz the famous Patriarch of Antioch ſpeaks in Phori- 


Ms. 
by believers doth not loſe its ſenſible ſubſtance ; and yet 


For, ſaith he, the body of Chriſt, which is received % 
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rs inſeparable from ſpiritual Grace, And 19 Gelaſins, p+ 194+ 
as «0 > of the foregoing, aſſerts, That zhe 
Sacraments of the body and blood of Chriſt , which we re- 
cerve, are a divine thing, through and by which we are 
made partakers of the divine nature (which anſwers to 
the Omnripotency of God, by which it is-made fleſh, in 
our Authour.Y and yet it doth not ceaſe to be the ſub- 
ftance , or nature of Bread and Wine ( which is the 
ſame with the former clauſe, 7 hat the Bread is wot changed in figure or na« 
ture.) Sothat the ancient reading of this place is not only conſonant to 
the other partsof his diſcourſe, but aſſerts no more. than is in expreſs terms 
faid by genuine and unqueſtionable Authours ; who plainly. overthrew 
your DoQtrine of Tranſub/tantiation. For thele teſtimonies being ſo ex- 
preſs for the remaining of the ſub/tance of' Bread and Wine after Conſecra- 
tion, are of far greater force againſt it, than the higheſt a——_— con- 
cerning the change of the elements can make for it, For in theſe they 
Yyy 3 ſpeak 


Cert8 Sacramenta que ſumimus, corporis &# 
ſanguins Chriſti, diving res eſt, propter 
quod &* per eadem divine efficimur con- 
ſortes nature, & tamen eſſe non definit ſub- 
ſtantia vel natura panis &* vini, Gelaf, 
rract. adverſ. Eutych. & Neſtor. 
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ſp:ak their judgements, clearly and punCtually againſt Herericks, and ſpeak 

that which is abſolutely inconſiſtent with 7 ra{ubſtartiation ; but in their 

other they ſpeak my/tically and ſacramentally ; and.their molt lofty expreſli- 

ons, muſt be under{tood:by the nature and deſign of their diſcourſe, which 

is to repreſent /5-bolica/things in the mott lively and atieCting manner, But 

when our Adverſaries are urged with the former teſtimonies, they then tell 

us, That ſubſtante and nature are not alwayes taken properly, but ſometimes at 

large for the accidents or uſe of things : but although this can never be ap- 

plied to the places of the foregoing Authors, in their diſputations with the 

Entychian Heretitks ; yet from thence we are furniſhed by themſelves with 

2 further anſwer to this place. So that although we admit of the preſent 

reading, x01 «ffizie, ſed naturd mutatus,yet lince by their own confeſſion nature 

doth not alwates import the /ab/tance of a thing, they cannot in any ju- 

ſtice or reaſon from hence inferr a'/#bſtantial chanze. Let them then take 

their choice, Whether are the words of /ub/tance and: nature in the Fathers 

alwaies to be taken properly, or no? It they muſt be taken ſo, we have 

three unqueſtionableteſtimonies of ancient Fathers diretly againſt 7rax- 
ſubſtantiation, and we only loſe the teftimony of an uncertain Anuthour, built 

upon an rncertain reading, and contrary to other expreſ/ions in the ſame 

book : If they be not, then from the change of azure here exprelled, no ſuch 

thing as4 ſubſtantial change can be inferred, but only accidental, upon conſe- 

cration, tn'Yegard of the /acramental uſe and effeSt of it. Which thar it is 

nothing ſtrange in A#:quiry, might be eaſily proved, but that our Adverſa- 

ries confeſſion ſaves methe labour of it. - Lov. 

$. 10. The ſecond Teſtimony, is of Gregory Nyſſen, out of whoſe Catechetical Ora- 
ti0n you produce theſe words, H/zrh good reaſon do we believe, that the Bread 
being ſanttified by God's Word, is changed into the body of the Word of God : 

and alittle after, T he nature of the things we ſce biiwt tranſ-elenented into him. 

Nt. in Greg: T might here tell you, What Exceptions are taken againſt this book, as nor 
Dp 5 . being genuine, not only by Proteſtarts' (as Fromto Ducaus would have it, 
becauſe of theſe expreſſions ) but by others too. Bur I will not infiſt on 

this, becauſe I ſee no ſufficient reaſon to queſtion the Authority of it ; yetT 

know not how you can excule it from ſome 7»erpolations, fince he therein 

mentions Severus, an heretical Acephaliſf, who lived not till after Gregory's 

If. Caſab. Nt. time ; yet for the main of the book, d fay as Caſiubon doth, that it is,: Opwe 
poly v2 i plane eximium ſj paucos nevos excipias, An excellent piece in the general, and 
&c.p.99, becoming its Authour, ſome few eſcapes excepted. And the detign of it bee 
_  Ingto ſhew,that Chriſtian Religion hath nothing abſurd or unreaſonable in ir, 

it wouldbe very ſtrange that he ſhould aſſert ſo abfurd and unreaſonable a 

Do&rine, as Tranſubſtartiation is. But there is nothing tending to that in 

the places cited, but only the uſe of choſe twowords, wm ard were 

P22 3 OP 8 SS 2, for the-main force of all, you fay, depends upon 
74 duds Sonth ets ofa 72 D8 Neys onee INC. SO that if we can givea good account of them, 
TOteed70u ye Tp 58 £6490 pETU* def mag red we 0g there remains no diff 
RE ns Op noon roy wow. Chltyata in theſe words of Gregory Nyfſen. For, we 
"=p Ying -4 ami & ff dey not that rhere is a chaxve inthe Elements after 
Conſecration, but we ſay, It is a _ſacramentai, and you, 

That it is a ſubſtantia! chimpe, and this you offer ito prove from theſe two 

words here uſed m referenice to the Erchariſt. The argument commonly 

formed by your Authours from the firſt words, 'is, Whatſoever -is changed, is 

not what 7t was before :* which we readily grant, fo far as the ehange is ; but 

fill it remains to be proved, that the /ub/ence is charged in it elf, But it 

were eaſie to ſhew, that the word vemmiaw, in multitudes of places of rhe 

Fathers 1s uſed for an accidentaland relative change,'and Gregpry 'Nyſſen him- 

Felf very frequently uſes the word, where it is capable of no/other _ 

» when 
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when he ſaith, Of the ſhining of Moles his face; that it was s &* m8 4htirecys uile- Dr vith Moſes. 
min(.s, 4 change to that which was moregloriow ; and when he affirms; the ſouls o_— 440 
of men by the Dottrine of Chriſt, wremmwiya« wegs 7 2omezv, to be anced into Orat. cattch. 
that which is more divine. And in this fame Catechetical Oration he uſes it © 37-54% 
ſeveral times tothe ſame purpoſe, about the change which ſhall be in glorified 
bodies, and the change of mens ſouls by Regeneration : But I need not infiſt 
more on this, ſince I produced before the confeſſion of Syarez; that ſuch 
expreſſions are more accommodated to an accidental mutation. Neither is 
there any more ſtrength in the other word, wie, though Syarez 
thinks this comes nearer the matter, and you confidently ſay; What can here 
be ſignified by tranſ-elementation of the nature of the outward element, but that 
which the Church now ſtiles Tranſubſtaxtiation ? I will therefore ſhew you, 
what elſe 1s ſignified-by- that word which Gregory uſed, which cannot 
be properly rendred #4nf-elementation ; for uiJacraitr, doth not come from 
the Noun 26, but from the Verb 2:43, and the Greeks expound 
may by wir, ouerites and fo udlagronty by pelawarty, wilagpanitor, wileridiler;, 
as you mayſee in Szidzs, and others. So that it imports not a /ub/tartial, 
but a accidental change too: and in that ſenſe Gregory Nyſſea uſes it to p 
expreſs Regeneration: by, ws YZ maryeeia,, pelecrge ds, thofe who are Fi Canon. 
tranſ-elemented by Regeneration, Would or lay, thoſe who are tranſub- 
um by it * So that. neither of theſe Teſtimonies import any more 

an that there is a /acrameatal change inthe elements after oe ee by 
which believers are made partakers of the body and blood of Chriſt; which 
is no more than we aſſert, and falls far ſhort of your Doftinie of Tranſubs 

antiati0nm Fed. © + apy e472 4 f 

Your third Teſtimony 1s, of'S. Cyri/ of Hieraſilem, which you would 5. tx. 
make us believe, is ſo fall and clear, that no Catholick' could expreſs his own, 
or theChurches belief of this myſtery, in more full, plain, and effettual terms : 
Neither ſhall I here ftand to diſpute the reaſons 6n which thoſe' Myftagogical 
Aiſcourſes under his name are queſtioned, but proceed tothe conſideration of 
the Teſtimony it ſelf. . Which lyes in theſe words, He that chayged water © carech. 
into wine by his ſole will: (at Cana'tz Galilee) dorh-he wot deſerve our belief, 4525006 
that he hath alſo changedwipe-into blood ?. Wherefore let us receive with all aff 
rance of Faith, the body and blood of Jeſus Chriſt. Seeing under the ſpecies of 
bread the body is given, and under. 'the ſpecies of 'wihe his blood is grver, ec. 
hnowing andiholding for certain, that the-bread which we:ſoe, is not bread (though 
it ſeento the taſte tobe bread) but the body of Jeſus Chriſt ; likewiſe that 


J 
Ee 
wine which we fee ( though: to the ſenſe. it ſeem to be wine) is not wine for all 
that, but the blood of Feſus Chriſt, Thus teſtimony” you have patched toge- 
| ther out of ſeveral places in that Orarion,very warily leaving out that,which 
would ſufficiently clear the meaning of 'S. Cy7//in the words you cite out of 
him. For itis evident, that his deſign is to perfwade:the Catechumens (from 
whom the 2a3fterions preſence of Chriſts body inithe Sacrament was wont to be 
concealed.) that the bread and wine were not »###' common elements, but that 
they were defigned for a greater and higher uſe to exhibit the body and blood 
of Chriſt tb believers. And theretorethe faith exprefſly, | 


\ 


Do not conſider rey” _ bread and a, for they are Ma yh x - ye ArAeis k- « er, 6 = 
the body and blood of Chriſt, accordine to his own words. 5,9 a:9% 3? © 2% ee HH OY 
By which it is plain he Gore of the: body and Blood of ens 

Chrift, as ſacramentally, and not corporeally preſent ;- for he doth not oppoſe 

the body aud blood of Chr it , tO the ſabſtunce of bread ad : wine, but to meer 

bread and wine, i. e. that they ſhould\not look on the bread and wine as 4- 

hed ſigns, but as ſign efficacia, andthas there'is a real preſence of Chriſt 1n 

and with them to the /ou4s of believers. And this is.it which hefaith, That 

they ought not to make a'queſtion of, ſince Chriſt ſaid, This is my body, and this 


as 
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is my blood. For if he could by his will turns the water into wine, ſhall we not 
believe hins, that he can change his wine into his blood ? And after adds, Thas 
under the [ſymbols of bread and wine, the body and blood of Chriſt is given, that 
thou mayeſt be a partaker both of his body and blood. You render this under the 
ſpecies or form of bread and wine, 11 Cyril 1t1s ny, 1n that which is the 


pure or repreſentation of the body and blood of Chriſt ; ior w=& is not taken 


in your ſenſe for the external accidents, which you call the ſpecies, but for 
that which doth fore or repreſent ; for in his next Catechetical diſcourſe 
hecalls the bread and wine, driwmv ovwuarQ 1 anarE wrt, the fiaure of the 
body and blood of Chriſt, and this Theophylatt, and thoſe who atlert Tranſub- 
ſtantiation, deny that the bread and wine are avTITUIR, | For where there are 
&riwm, there muſt be «ggwmz, which muſt anſwer ro them ; if Cyril 
therefore makes the bread and wine to be driwm, he muſt make the body 
and bloodof Chriſt to be the «g;#wm, and conſequently they cannot be the 
very body and blood-of Chriſt in your ſenſe. This 4riwmvand a6 here have 
the ſame /z2rification, and are the ſame with cpcoay, and fo when he faith, 
& 7/279 39 age didbrel ov4 70 own, x1  11T9 ws ddr ove 78 afua, Nis meaning can- 
not be, under the accidents of bread and wine, the body and blood of Chriſt is 
preſent in your ſenſe, for he ſpeaks of ſuch a pre/exce as hath relation to the 
receiver, and not to the elements ; for he faith, Under the type of bread and 
wine, the body axd blood of Chriſt is given to thee. For otherwiſe it had been 
far more to his purpole to have ſaid abſolutely, that under the ſpecies of bread 


_ and wine, the body and blood of Chriſt is ſubſtantully preſent ; but, when he 


Tertul. Co May- 
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ſaith only chat it is given tothe receiver, it doth not belong to ſuch a corporeal 
preſence as you dream of, but to ſuch a rea! and ſpiritual preſence, whereby 
believersare made partakers of the body and 4/ood of Chriſt. And therefore 
Cyril is in this well explained by that of Tertullian, Hoc eſt corpus menm, id 
«/t, fignra corporis met, [ his is my body, 1. e. the figure of my body, which is the 
{ame with Z=6&- ; and by that of 5. Auſtin, Non dubitavit Dominus dicere, 
Hoc eft corpus mcum, cum daret ſiznumcorporis ſui, Chriſt did not ſcruple to ſay, 
This is my body, when he gave the figure of his body : And elſewhere ſpeaking 
of Judas his being preſent ad convivinm in quo corporis & ſanzninis ſui fiou- 
ram diſcipulis commendavit & tradidit, at that Supper in which Chriſt com- 
mended and delivered to his Diſciples the figure of his body and blood.. So that 
hitherto there is nothing in the teſtimony of Cyr//, importing Tranſubſtaxti- 
ation. But it may be you think, there 1s more force in it, where he faith, 
That we muſt not believe our ſexſes, that that which we ſee is not bread, though 
it ſeem to the taſte tobe ſo, &c. Asto which T anſwer, that this place of Cyril 
mult be explained by that which went before it, wherein he ſaid, 7 hat we muſt 
not judge it to be meer bread, and meer wine. For, although ſexſe be a ſuthc1- 
ent judge of that which ic ſees and zaſtes, yet it cannot be a judge of that 
which 15 exhibited by that which 1s /eez a»d taſted ; therefore, though to 
the rate, it ſeems to be nathing but common bread and wine, yet they ought 
to believe that it is the communion of the body and blood of Chriſt. So that 
this is not to be underſtood of the e/erments themſelves, but of the m2y/#ica/ 
and ſacramental natureof them. And, as Cardinal Perroz hath obſerved, 
It is an uſual thine, for the greater Emphaſis ſake, to deny that to be, which is 
meant only reſpettively ; or ts expreſs the affirmation and denyal of ſome qualities, 
by the affirmation or denyal of the ſubſtances themſelves : as 1n that of 7ulh, 
Memmins ſemper eſt Memmins, for one; that in S. Ambroſe, Ego non ſum ego, 
for the orher : and in many other inſtances to the ſame purpoſe, in which 
he faith, 7 hough the ſubſtance ſeem to be denied, yet only ſome quality is under- 
ſtoad by it. So when Cyri/ here ſaith; That bread is not bread, &c. he 
means not by 1t any alteration of the ſubſtance of it, but that it 1s not that 
common bread which it was before, and as our ſight and taſte judge it (till to 
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be. And what he faith here of the bread in the Ercharift, he aid the ſame 
before of the Chri/»;, where he compares them both together. For (faith he) 
ao not think that to be meer oyntment ; for as the bread of | 
the Encharift after the invocation of the Holy Spirit, is no AN 020 uh Vaoriicys reve T3 purges 
longer bread, bat the body of Chrift ; ſo this holy oyntment, mor wot Þ-11r np that 
Fo I LY : 4  Eidldas WeETH P 07 Kn9.1 To AY is Ty 
15 0 longer meer, or common oyatment, after it is conſecra- dl ur 71 ar7Þ nrmoe and 59a 
reds but @ gift of Chrifh, and the Toy Spirit ; being effi ot. e- 0) I 
Hual through the pre ſence of his divine natare. May not :riuncy, 0 Rs 2 
you then as well prove a 7 ranſubſtantiation here as in t=7& &yio, nagsgia © avr% bcoril' 
the Euchariſt, ſince he parallels theſe two fo exattly ro- 22709 Woterwr GN Ltyfing 5 
gether? And fo elſewhere he ſpeaks concerning Bap-. 
11ſm, T hat they ought not to look on it as meer water, but as ſpiritul grace ; ſo Catech. um, 
that he means not a ſub/ta;tial change in the Enchariſt, any more than in the * 
other, but only re/ative and /acram ntal. 
Neither can any thing more be inferred from your teſtimonies out of 5. £5 

your laſt Authour $. Ambroſe, there being nothing at all in the words you 4niv/. «e hit 

roduce, which implies any /»6/tantia/ change in the elements ; for, although 7*7#antar- 
it be only ſacr amental, yet it may be truly ſaid, [t is 0 longer that which A an 5 
ture hath framed it (viz. meer bread and wine) but that which the benedict:on 
of conſceration hath made it to be : which I grant to be the body and blood of 
Chriſt, but not in your grols and corporeal ſenſe. So S. Chrrſo/tozre faith of CnſP. ir 
Baptiſm, 7 hat its virtue 15 ſogreat, it doth not ſuffer men to be men; Will you 499% 23+ 
therefore ſay, it 7ran/ubſtantrates them ? But you add furrherout ofhim, that 
he ſaith, T he force of benediction 1s greater than that of nature, ſeeing by that na- 
trre it ſelf is often changed ? And lo we aſſert too, that the force of benediti- 
on far exceeds that of 2atzre, which can ſoalter common elements, as by the 
uſe of them, to make us partakers of the body and blood of Chriſt. Your 
laſt words are out of the counterieit S. A-broſe, which are only general, ne Saran, 
viz. this bread, is bread before the words of the Sacrament, but when conſecration 4: ©+4: 
comes, of bread, it is made the fleſh of Chriſt. This we deny not, but the diſpute 
is about the ſenſe in which it is made ſo, whether by a /ab/tantial change of 
the bread into the body of Chrijt : and that this cannot be this Author's mean- 
ing, appears by thoſe known words which are uſed by him, ſpeaking of the 
efficacy of Chriſts power inthe S-crament, whereby he can make, wt [iz 
que erant & inalind commutentur, that they might be what they were, and yet be 
changed into ſomething :!ſce, And, although a great C ontroverſie hath been 
coiled about the reading of theſe words, yet this read:zg is nor only juſtified 
by many Authors of competent Antiquity, but by two MSS. in the K. of 
France's Librarr, beſides many others elſewhere, and all editions, bur that ar 
Rowe, and others which follow ir. So that this Anthovr p'ainly atlerrs, that 
the /ub/tarc? of the elements does remain (till, and therefore can only be un- 


derſtood of a ſacramental change. 
Thus I have, to fatiste you, examined your teſtimonies in behalf of 


Traxſubſ/tantiatios ; but whereas you referr me for more to Bellarmin and 
other Catholice Anuthours, I ſhall referr you for Anſwer to thoſe no lets 
Catholick Anthors, tho'1gh no believers of 7 ranſrbſtantiation, who have 
taken large and excellent pains in anſwering what they have brought : 
either from Scr:pture or A4nt!quity. But you, having done your beft in the 
latter, come at laſt to the former ; bur fo pitifully manage your buſinefs as 
to Scriptrre, that it had been more for the intereſt of your cauſe, you had 
never medled with it. For you only fay, 7hat the words of Scripture, t1- 
ken in their proper and litteral ſenſe, do evidently ſhew, that the only ſubjtance 
which is delivered in this Sacrament, is the body of Chriſt, and that the [nb- 
ſtance of bread is no more there, Andall this comes only from hence, becauſe 
Chriſt faith, This 5 my body, which you parall:l with one, pointing ro 4 
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hosſhead of wine, ſaying, This « wine ; and with one holding up a purſe full of 
203, ſaying, T his is gold : who if they intend to ſpeak truth, muſt ſj2mfie, that 
the only liquor contained tub propria forma, 1 the hozfhead is wine ; and all 
the money 1n th purſe, gold. But how weak this 1s, will ealily appear, 1. That 

you take it for granted, that the exprefſion of Chriit 1s not at all fourative, 

bur of the ſame zature with thoſe Propolitions you mention, whereas it 1s 

largely proved, from the nature of a Sacrament, trom miny parallel expref/i- 
ons 11 Scripture, from evidence of Aztiquity, Sexſe, and Reaſop, that thele 

words of Chriſt cannot be otherwiſe than figuratively underſtood. 2. You 

ſuppolc that Chriſt mult ſpeak of the /4:vidual bread, when he laid, / his 7s 

2zy ho47, as Our parallel inſtances are of fuch z-d:viduals as are pointed to. 

But Bc{larmin will tell you, That if Chriſt had ſpoken of the bread, when he 

ſaid, 'T his is my body, ablurditſima eller locutio, it hd been a moſt abſurd ſpeeche 

And /*i/quez ſaith, If the Prononmz Hoc, 1 his, ſhould relate to the bread, he 

confeſſes, that by wirtue of thoſe woras, there could be no ſubſtantial change made 

init; for the bread muſt remain ſtill. Sorhat by the conteſtion of your own 

Anthours, your parallel is abſurd, and deſtructive to the Doctrine of '/ rax- 

ſubſtantiation. 

The third errour of a Gezeral Conncil confirmed by the Pope, which his 
Lordihip infiſts on, 1s, 7 hat of adminiſtring the B. Sacrament to the Laiety 
und ons kind only. Of this he had ſpoken before ; and thither you reterr 
us for your Anſwer ; but I purpolely omittedthe handling it there, becauſe 
it comes in more properly inthis place. There his Lordſhip hath theſe 
words : 1o break Chrifts Inſtitution 1s a damnable erronr, and ſo confeſſed by 
Stapleton. The Council of Conſtance is bold, and defines peremptorily, that 
to communicate in both kinds is xot neceſſary, with a non obſtante zo the Inſti- 
tution of Chriſt ; and although Bellarmin anſwers, that the non obſtante oxly 
belongs to the time of receiving it after ſupper, yet his Lordſhip ſhews from the 
words of the Council, that the non obſtante m:1ſt relate to both clauſes fore- 
going, and hath as much force againſt reccrvins under both kinds, as againſt re- 
cerving after ſupper. Tea, and the after words of the Council! couple both toge- 
ther, in this reference, for it follows, & fimiliter, Ana ſo likew,ſ', rhough in 
the Primitive Church, &C. And a man by the arfinition of this Council may be 
an Heretick for ſtanding to Chriſts Inſtitution, in the very matter of the Sacra- 
ment : Aud the Churches Law for on: kind may not be refuſed, but Chriſts Inſti- 
rution under both kinds may. And yet this Conncil did not err, no, take hed of 
it. Burtall this cannor perſwade you, Th. th: non obitante relarrs to any 
thins but to the recervine after ſupper : which I much wonder at, fince rhe 
deſign of the Decree of the Conncil was nor to determine ſo much concerning 
the 7:47 of receiving, as the &/2ds in which it was to be received. Now to 
have ſaid point blank, that, notwithſtanding the I/t:rur79z of Chriſt to the 
contrary, they decreed that the S:crament {hould be received in one kind 
only, would have been roo plain and groſs: and rheretore they fetch it 
about wich a compals,and pur in ſomething not ſo much controverted then, 
the betrer to diſguiſe rhe oppoſition between their Decree and Chrijts In/ti- 
tntion. Bur yet by the adding the adm /2i/tration in both &:zas to the time of 
receiving, and the zo# ob/tante following both, and rhe decree being againlt 
that which is acknowledged to have becn doze by Chriſt, nothing can be 
more evident, than that the ſenſe of the Decree 1mplyes a ox 0 ſtunte t9 
Chriſls Inſtitztion. For otherwiſc, To what purpoledo they ſay, A/rhough 
Chriſt adminiſtred the Sacrament in both kinds, ana although the Primitive 
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that adminiſtration and the practice of the Primitive Church ? Therefore, 
whether by the meer form of words the oz ob/taxte doth relate to Chriſts In- 
ftitution or no, 15 not material, ſince the Decree it felt is directly oppoſite to it; 
Although therefore they did not pat receiving in one kind immediately after the 
non obſtante ( which is that you object) 5 they do, not conſecrating after ſup- 
per, and receivins faſting, yet the force of ir reacheth to what follows aftex : 
as not only appears by the confexion Ad likewiſe, but chiefly by the ſcope 
of the Decree it ſelf. For the Profors of the Council, Henricus de Piro, and 
Fohannes de Scrihanis, in their authentick Izſtrument, never exhibited any 
Controverlie at all concerning the tie of recerving, but only concerning the 
Commuzion 10 both kizds, becaaſe, they ſaid, there was an ill cuſtom (fo the ob- 
ſerving Chr:/ts Inſtitution was called ) for ſome Prieſts to give the Cup to the 
Laity, therefore they deſired the Conncil, &c. So that it appears, this bringing 
in the //e of recerwine, was only the ortifice of the contrivers of the Decree, 
that they might with leſs noiſe and clamour thwart the plain I/f:rution of 
Chriſt, And accordingly it appears by the title of the Decree, that the jn- 
tent of it was to forbid the 272-72 the Sacr.iment to the people in both kinds, and 
ſo Caranza delivereth the Canon it felt. Preciptnns ſub pand excommunicatio- 
nis, quod nullus presbyter communicet populum ſub utr.ique ſpecie panis & vini. 
Indeed, in the late ed:tiozs of the Courts by Binins, a complaint is ſuppoſed 
to be made concerning the celebrating the S:crament after Supper by lome 
which he ſeems to ks out of Cochlews, as appears by his zotes.; but im the 
Inftrument it ſelf nothing appears of that nature : and finee the Decree con- 
rains nothing againſt that cuſtom as well as the other ; it ſeems probable 
that this was made uſe of the better to bring on the other. But, whether at 
were ſoor no, is not very much material ; for however the Council contet- 
ſing that Chriſt did o adminiſter it, and that it was the cuſtoms of the Primi- 
tive Chnrch, their prohibiting of it doth 1n its own nature implyea 20x obſtars- 
te to the In/titution of Chriſt. "©f 
But this is that you ſtifly deny, i ſaving; That neither the Decree of the 
Council, nor the prattice of the Church in adminiſtring under one kind is contrary 
to the Inſtitution and ordination of Chriſt, For, ſay you, to(hew this, the Biſhop 
ſbould have made it appear that Chriſt did fo inſtitute this Sacrament of his laſt 
fapper, that he would a0t have one part tobe adminiſtred without the other, or that 
be would wot have one part to be taken without the other, And it cannot be 
proved that Laymen are bound to receive in both kinds, from thoſe words, Drink ye 
all of this; Kor if this were a command and not a Connſel, it ws given to the 


Apoftles who all drnnt of the Chal:ce, Sothat the ſtate of the Queſtion 1s this, . 


Whether the Primitive I-/t1#ntio be univerſally obligatory to all Chriſtiaps, 
or no? For you ſuppoſe, that either it was only a Corxſc/, or elſe it had parti- 
cular reference to the Apes, For the clearing theretore of this Queſttor, 
there are but two ways whereby we can judge of the obligatory nature of 
ſuch Inſtitutions ; either by an expreſs declaration of the will,of the tirit 7z- 
ftitutor, or by the Uziverſ:! lenle of the Church — the nature of that 
Inftitution. And if theſe twoappear evident in this preſent caſe, you will 
have no cauſe to queſtion, but the communion in one kind is a violation of the 
Inſtitution of Chriſt, There are two wayes whereby we may judge what the 
will of the Legrfator 1s : Firſt, by an expreſs poſitive command. Secondly, by 
an wnalterable reaſon on which the Inſtitution is founded. Now that both 
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theſe are clear in the caſe of Communion in both kinds I now come to ma- 


nifeſt. Firſt, by a poſitive command, For although we grant a ditference 
between an In/t:t#tion and a command, 10 this reſpect, that the Inſtitution 
properly reſpeQs the 7h/z7, and a command the perſoz ; and that an Inſtiturt- 
0x, barely conſidered as ſuch, doth not bind all perſons to the obſervance 
of it ; as we lay, Matrimony 1s ſ___ by God, but donor thence alſerc 
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rhat all pcrions are $972 to it, bt yettakean Inſtitution as it refers to per- 
ſo2s, and fo it is xquipollent with a command. And fo Chriſts Inſtitutins 
that all who bel:eve thould be 5:5t:e4, 1s of the nature of a commard to thar 
purpoſc. But here is a great ditterence to be made between ſuch things as 
were doze at the I/t:tution, and ſuch things as were [x/tituted to be doac af. 
terwards. Thus Chri/t waſhed his D//*iptes fret, admimiltred after Supper, 
and only to 7welve ; but it duth not follow that theſe c:ronmſtances mult be 
ſill obſerved, becauſe though they were done then at t'at celebration, yet 
Chi doth not 1a/t:tnte or appoint the doing of them, when ever that $4- 
crament ſhould be adminiſtred atterw.:rds. For we are to conſider, that 
chough there were fo:ne things peculiar to the ficſt 1»/f:t470p, yet the 
main of it was intended for the Church in all following times. Or elſe we 
mult make the celebration of the Euch.irft it ſelf to be a meer arbitrary 
thing. Which if it benot, the-e mult Iye an 04/724770% on men tor the par- 
zicipation of it ; now this obligation n1.ſt ſuppoſe a Lam, and therefore we 
have gained this, thar the [z/t:tu:0z of the .uch:r:ft doth imply a command 
for its oblervation in the Church. So that this ation of Chri/t was not meer- 
ly a matter of Co»zf+/, but there 1s ſomething 1n 1t perpetually ob/:2atory : 
Becauſe it was not 4 peculiar r-re appropriated to the preſent time, but in- 
tended for the future ages of the Church. This being proved in the Gezeral, 
that there 15a perpetually obligatory command,implyed in the /x/t/tuti0z2;we 
are now to enquire, How far this comnand extends ? Whether it extend- 
ed only to the 4poffles, or elle to all believers ? Tharit was adminiſtred 
then to the Apoſtles only 15 granted, but rhe Queſtion is, In what capacity it 
was adminiſtred to them, Whether only as Apoſtles, or as Believers ? and 
that muſt be judzed by the intention of the I»/#:tution, Whether it were of 
that nature as to reſpect their Apoſtolical office, or elle ſome thing which 
would be cammon with them to all ocher Believers to the worlds end? If it 
were only and wholly proper ro the Apo/t/es, there can be no reaſon given, 
why the Inſt:t:tion of the Sacrament ſhould continue atrer their times : nei- 
ther could any other but the Apoſtles have any right, either to adminiſter 
or to receive it. It follows then, that this S:crament was not inſtituted 
meerly for the Ap7/?tcs ; if not for them meerly, then what was contained 
in the [»/ttut;oy doth concern others as well asthem. Now there are four 
things commanded in the 1zſt!tntz9, Take, eat, drint ye all of this, and, 
1 his do in remembrance of me. © It the Inſtitution doth not mceerly reſpett the 
Apoſtles as (ch but orhers alſo, then ſome of theſe things at leaſt muſt ex- 
trend to others too conſidered as Belrevers. And it ſome, why not all of them ? 
Were the Apofles confidered as Belrewirs, when they were bid zo take and 
eat ? and as Apoſtles, when Chriſt ſaid, drink ye all of this? What reaſonable 
Pretext can be imagined for ſuch a groundleſs fancy ? It rhey were not con- 
fidered as Belrev:rs, when Chriſt ſaid take, eat ; by whar right can any 1; - 
lievers take and «xt 7 if they were then, ſo were they likewiſe afterwards, 
when ( rift [ard to them, Drink ve all of this, As tar theretore as I can pol- 
fibly ſve, you muſt either adwit the people to drinktizy all of this, or elle de> 
prive the n of their right of zating and cating, And it you did ſpeak con- 
filtently, you mult ſay, thar t!1c peoples being admitted at all tothe Ercha- 
r:/7 is anACtof favour and indulgence inthe Church, bur not necetſary by 
any command of C4r:/t, rhe Euchar:ft being adminiſtred to the 4poftles and 
not the »op/e ; and rhercetore it being /4d:{-exce ro admit them at all, it 15 
in the Churches power to admit as tar and to what ſhe pleaſes. This is the 
only rational way I canimagine, whereby you may detend the excluding 
the people trom the Cyp: But this you date not ſay ; and theretore are put 
to the weakeſt ſhiits imaginable to reconcile 1t with the 1n/titurrox of 
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Some therefore ſay, 7 hat all theſe are words only of invitation and not of com- 
mand, and that they only give a right, and not oblige men to doit. But if theſe 
be only words of ;vitation, what precept is there any where extant for the 
celebration of the Euchariſt? That they are an iaviration we deny not ; but 
we lay they are ſuch an izv:tation as imply a duty to co:re, too. When 
a Father bids his Chi/drea come and (it dqwn at T ableyzate and eat their meat : 
this is an invitation, but ſuch as by reaſan of the authority of the perſon car- 
ry a command with them. So itis here, Chriſt invites to come, to take,oat, aud 
drink ; but ſo that it implies a command that men ſhould come ; or elſe it 
muſt be wholly left at mens erty, ſo that it is no ſiz for men to neglett or 
refuſe tocome. And if the Iftirution of Chriſt only gives men a /:berty to 
take, eat, and drink, without any obligation to theſe things as a duty, How 
comes the adminiſtration of the Euchariſt at all to become a duty, fince there 
are no other words of com rand than what are contained in the [-/#izution ? 
Which others being ſenſible of, they moſt unreaſonably diſtinguiſh between 
T aking and eating, which they make an abſolute commaxd, and, 1)rinking all of 
this, which they ſay is only a conditional precept : and the reaſon they give, is, 
becauſe S. Paul ſaith, This do ye as oft as ye drink it in rememb.ance of me ; 
and ſo, fay they, Do this, doth not imply 4 command for the doing it, but only 
the relation which that action hath to the death of Chriſt when they do it ; for 
thoſe words, as oft as you do it, do ſuppoſe it not to be ſimply neceſſary, but oply 
ſhew, when they doit, to what purpoſe it ſhould be done. But if there be any 
weight, inthis, it will as well hold ſtill concerning the participation of the 
bread, as the cup ; for, as the Apoſtle laith '[ his ao as oft as ve drink it in re- 
membrane of me, {0 he adds in the words immediately following, For as 
often as ye eat this bread and drink this cup, ye do ſhew forth the Loras d-ath till 
he come. If therefore it notes only the relation of the 29 to irs end 
without a command for performance in the oze, it mult do fo in the orh-r 
alſo. And fo all the Sacrament will be a meer matter of /berty in the 
Charch, whether men will obſerve it or no. But Belliymin with wonder- 
ful ſubtilry hath found a co-2manq for the ove 2nd not the other ; which 
is, That in Luke after the bread, Chriſt ſaith, This ao in remembrance of me, 
but omits it wholly after the cup ; by which, faith he, we are ro underſtand, 
that Chriſt commanded that the S1crament ſbould be adminiſtred to all under 
the ſpecies of bread, but not 1dr that of wine. And this he is ſo tranſport- 
ed with, That in a rapture he almires the wonderful providence of God 1m the 
Scripture, who by this means hath tiken away all poſſibil'ty of evaſion from the 
Hereticks. So it ſhould ſeem indeed, when even his Brethren rhe Jeſazts 
can ſcarce hold laughing at this ſubtilty. Since, S. Pau/ puts that expreſ- 
ſion, This do in remembrance of me, not after rhe bread, but after the cup. 
And therefore may we not more juſtly admire at the Prowvid-ace of God 10 
thus ſuffering men who will not ſee che truth under a pretence of /:b:1/ty, 
to infatuate themſelves. And although it be added here, 4« of+ z5 ye do it, 
yet both //aſquezand Suarez ingenuoully contels, that contains under it a 
command tor the doing it. For ſaith / aſquez, Qui precipit nt Opere al-q 0 
commenvratio fiat alicujus beneficit accepti , ex modo ipſo preciviend! Prerzpit 
etiam ut fiat opus ipſum. Quis hoc non wvideat ? He that commands that by 
ſomething to be done a commemoration ſhould be made of « benefit received ; 
from the manner of commanding it , he doth command that wery aition to be 
done. Who doth not ſee this? And Srarez ſaith, thoſe words, Do this, or 
with that addition; In remembrance of me, or with that condition , As oft as ye 
do it, ad eundem ſenſum referuntur, come all to the ſame purpoſe. So that 
ſtill it follows, if there be a com»mazd for one, there is for the other alſo. 
But yet there 15 a ſubtilty beyond any of theſe ; which 15, That Chriſt in 
rhoſe words in Luke after the —_ of the bread, Hoc facite, Do this, 
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dig make 19: Apoſtles Prieſts ; an therefore , alt, bough thuy did rice: ve the 
brea't 23 bury vers, vet i roverrned the cup 5 Irie /ts, and fs that Fi 29s only 
ro ihe Priejt nd not to the people. What will not theſe men prove which 
they havea indro! But it is their unhappineſs, thar rheir own /b271ties 
do them " m0it milchiet, as appears by theſe rhings _—_ from 
hence ; which are repugnant to their own principles. That Pric/ts 
nor conieci 110g, 0aght ro receive the Cup, as well as ale that do. For 
ir 15 plain, chat the Ap2, les did not conſecrate now, bur only receive ; and 
4hcretore this belongs to them as rece1ving, and not as conſecrating. And 
by the ſa:r.e rea '0ns that P-i-/#5 not- conſecrating may recc:ve, others may 
TeEceive too. | 2, Thatit they were made Price; by rho'e words, after the 
diltribucion of the bre..d, then they have no power to con/ecrate,, b: t only th: 
 bre614, For the words are, Hoc fucrte, Do this, 1. e. that which Chriſt had 
then dons Otherwile, if thote words be taken with reference to the Cup, 
then it the {00/4 « received te bread as helrev. rs, they received the Cap 1o 
ro0: for theſe words, Do 7's, muſt not relate to their r cerving, but to their 
pow Of conf. eration, J. if his be taken generally, Do this, "and fo giving 
then a »» + todo all that Chr did, then it will amount to a precept "torall 
who adminiſter to follow Chriſt's ex. wnple in the I,/f:tutiov, And theretore, 
as he did adininiiter, the C27, as well as the Bread, to all that were preſent, 
then all others will be bound to do lo, it their power of admni/traticz be 
derived from theſe words, Do this, and they refer to the whole ation of 
Chr:ff. ButI know what Anſwer will be here glven, 1 hat thife words re- 
{ate to the Sacrifi ice, and not to the 8 Jacrament, HOC facite. imply their power 
of ſacrificing, as to which they ſay, both elements are neceſſary, but not to the $1 
crament. But 1. Not to enter on the Diſpute about the S:zcr ice ; 1t borh 
elements be neceſſary to it, then it was great reaſon thar the words make- 
ing them Prieſts, ſhould cone atrer both elements, and theretore it can- 
not-in reaſon be deduced from thoſe words which arc {poken only atter 
the bread. 2. It theſe words relate to the Sacrifice, and not to the Sacra- 
nt, By what authority do they adminiſter the $4.94: 7 What other 
words are there to give them a power to do the one dittinit trom them, 
wheicby they pretend a r7e/7 lor the other. 3. There 1s no evidence at all 
from 4at:q ty, thit Hoc factte hath any reſpect ro the Exch ft as a Sucrt- 
fize, or to the making the Apoſt/es Prieſts, And fo much 1s confelled by 
Eliu int.g, Eftru, VIZ. 1h i eater 6s this « xpojttion found in any ancient Writtr, nor 1s 
ſentent. lip. It ſott- ble to our Savinirs purpoſe. For, he faith, tt 75 wot abſol. tely /aid Fa- 
12: {#11 Cite, but Hoc facite, i. e. that which ye fee me do, do ye likewiſe. Yo that 
ſtill, by virt':c of theſe words, thoſe who do receive authority to admi- 
nitter, are bound to tullow C fri 'fls exarnole, and that as he did adininiſter 
mn 69:4 i245 to all who were preſent, ſo ought they to do likewiſe, Bur 
there 15 one Exception yet more left, which is the laſt Ref crve, wiz. that 
alchouh it ve oraumed tobe a command, that the Cuy ſhould be adm:aiſtred to 
a, yet it 15 Only a poſitive Command, binding inth: vewral ; but yet at ts of the 
h4.if :1 of all affirmative precepts, that though it al A)S fm S, yet act at all 
113M S, 20 t only ia caſe of neceffity, of which neaffity the Chnch 1s the maſt 
COMIC. AA "{udre , and th: refore if the Charch dv not think it pct ſſary, then 
the vblr2aton cſs, To which I anſwer, r. Thar upon this ground it 
wil be in the C/erches power to repeal or ſuſpend all divine roſtrve pre 
es 28 well as this, For the reaſonof this will hold tor all others, which 
I, that they do not oblige, as they ſpcak, ad {{mpr, bur only / wp 7, 1. e. 
uot at all tinars, though” they never ceaſe to oblror. And therefore on this 
ground, for all that 1 can ſee, the Church may as well reocal the uſe of 
18.1911 mn, or the Euchariſt it felt, as the communion 14 both tizis ; all being ot 
an equal nature, as affirmative precepts. But, Is it poſſible to imancine 
| that 
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that Chri/t appointing poſutirve Inſtitutions 10 is Church, and giVIg precepts 
and plain direQtions about them, ſhould yer leave it in the power of any 
men to reverle, alter, ſuſpend the ob/:24t;oz to the performance of thoſe co:1- 
- mands? Did not he foreſee all caſes of zeceyty, when he t rſt appointed 
theſe things, and, if notwithſtanding that, he makes a plain command, for 
the obſervance of them : What can fucha pretended power in the Chr 
ſignifie, bur an authority to alter or repeal what ſhe pleaſes in the Las 


of Chre/?? 2. '| here is a great deal of diterence between the nature of the © 


oblio ation of affirmat ive precepts, and the prohibiting the «f. of fomerhing Po- 
ſitively commanded. For, alchough poſirve precepts do not bind at all times, 
yet that reaches only to the thing it lelf, and not to the 294: of performance. 
Thus we ſay, That the Euchar:/t being a oe [nff:tn1tioz, doth not ob- 
lige men ar all times to be partakers of 1t ; bur if on that account any Chrch 
ſhould undertake to forbid the celebration of ir, this were a direft violati- 
on of the Law it ſe'f, and not an Interpretation of it in regard of circu rſtan- 
'ces. And whatever obligation of this n:ture there is, it reſpeAs the whole 
'dty; But it doth by no means tollow, that therefore in the celebration the 
Church may declare what may be uſed, and what not. For the »4zzer of 
performance 1n Cale it be pertormed at all, 15 abſolutely comminded ; it is on- 
Ty the performance in general, which 1s of the zatere of a poſitive precepr. 
"Thus we ſay, Men are not bonz2 to pray at all times, though they be always 
bound to pray ; but in caſe 1.en do pray, they are indiſfenſably bound to pray 
as God hath required them to doit. So we ſay here, That men are not 
bond at all times toadmin.ſter, or receive the Eucharit ; but, in caſe they 
do, they are indiſpenſably bound.to receive it according to Chri/Ps Inſtitut 
tioz. So that this of co1719107 in both kinds, relates to the manner of a po- 
-fitive precept, and is not a diltin& poſitive precept by it ſelf ; and therefore 
15 indiſpenſable by any authority of the Ch-2rh, Beſides, your Church doth 
not meerly ſ#{perd the exerciſe of this in cale of neceſſity, but forbids men 


the doing it, which is a d.rect and wiltul wo/4r;o2 of rhe Taſtirurion of 


«Chriſt. And tlicrefore che Qyeltion 18 not as ir is ſtrangely perverted by 
fone of you, h:th-r it br noir fſary at all trmes to receroe the Cup (although 
even that be true in caſe of receiving at all ) bt, wh: they it be tn the Churches 
power at all to prohibit the YUCUT UID!) it, and this we lay, and are ready to 
make good to be a prelumptuous violation of the L2:rs of Chriſt, and an 
uſurping an Azthor!ty which may as well exrend to all poſitive [z/ftutins. 
And thus I hope I have made that appear, which you ſay his Lordſhip 
ſhould have done, viz. rh.t Chriſt did ſo taſtitute the Sacrament of h:s Lajt 
Srpp:r, that he would not have one part tobe adminiſtred withoat the other, nor 
O77r part IO be taken without the other. ; | 

The fame I might allo ar Jarge ſhew, from the Rea/oxs of this I»/Fr:1170m, 
that they do cqually belong to the people, as well as the Pr /#- and thar 
thoſe reaſons are of anature 15 unalterable as the [n/t:2ut107 it ſelf; where- 
by I ſhould have ſhewed the vanity of your diltin:tion of the Enchari/t in- 
to a Sram, ant a Siwrifice, and the abſurdity of your Potrine of 
Concom'tancy; bat thur woutd be too large for our preſent deſign : and 
that which you give me not {u'1tcient groun4 to enter upon, fince the ob- 
ligation is ſu. Jiciently cleared from the Laſt:rutrrop it felf. IT therefore pro. 
cced to ſhew, that the Prim#rie» Church did always underſtand the Co- 
1110 in both kinds to be an indiſpenſable part of the I2/trt»rion of Chriſt. 
Which one would think were evident enough trom S. Paul, in his bringin 
the Corinthians back to the Primitive Inſtitution, as that unalterable }; ule 
which they were to obſerve. For if, becauſe of ſome 1ll cuſtoms which had 
obtained amongſt them, he tells them, This #5 not to eat the Lords Supper ; 


d. 16. 


How much more would he have faid fo, it there had been a mulation of + Cor. 42.23 


the 
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the parts of it? Andallalong in his diſcourſe he ſuppoles Chrifts Inftiturs- 
oz to be the indiſpenſable Rule which they ought to obſerve ; 7 hat which I 
have received of the Lord, I delivered unto you : not, certainly, to leave it in 
their power: Whether they would obſerve it or no, but to ſhew them, whar 
their duty was, and what they ought unalterably to obſerve. Elſe he would 
never have told them ſo much of the danger of «zworthy receiving, in eat- 
ins the Bread, and drinking the Cup of the Lord unworthily ; For, Can we 
poſſibly think, that the rudeneſs of their acceſs to the Lords Table was ſo 
great a ſin, and the violation of his I»/t;#utioz to be noneat all * The Apoſtles 
were ſuch ſtrangers to the Dottrine of Concomitancy, that ſtill both eating 
+4 drinking were ſuppoſed then, even by the moſt unworthy receivers. 
There were then no ſuch fears of the efu{ioz of the blood of Chriſt, or the 
IrreVErCNCe 1n receiving it, and much leſs of the /ong beards of the Lairy ; 
which are the worſhiptul reaſons given by Ger/ſuz an, others, why the peo- 
ple ſhould not be adinitted to the uſe of the Chalice. I do verily think the 
Apoſtles had as much care to preſerve the due reverence of the Sacrament, as 
ever the Conacils of Conſtance or [ rent had ; but they thought it no way to 
preſerve the reverence of the Sacrament, by ſhewing 1o lutle to Chri/?, as 
not to obſerve his [zſt:tution. But you very kindly grant that which you 
knew was impoſſible to be denied, wiz. That in ancient times, when, you ſay, 
the number of Chriſt:ans was ſmall, it was the ordinary cuſtom for all that would 


| (the Laity as well as others) to receive the Euchariſt in both kinds ; but, lay you, 


we averr, this cuſtom proceeded meerly out of free devotion, and not out of a 
belief, that it was abſolutely neceſſary ſo to do, by wvirtne of Chriſts precept. It 
is no great matter what you averr, ſince you averr ſo monſtrous a Poftring 
of Tranſubſtantiation, as confidently as you do this, and with much alike 
reaſon. For I have ſhewed already, that the I7/t:turion of Chriſt in rete- 
rence to this, is perpetually obligatory, and that the Apoſ/es look upon that 
as an unalterable Rule, and rheretore your averrine lignihes nothing, when 
you never offer to prove what you averr. But, I pray tell me, By whag 
2eas would you underſtand what precepts are perpetually obligatory, 
which are not clear to our preſent purpoſe ? If poſitive command, immutable 
reaſon, univerſal praitice of the Church may prove any thing ſo, we have all 
theſe plain and clear for Communion in both kinds, And not the leaſt 
{uſpition or intimation given, that they looked on it as a matter of free devo- 
7108, but of ind:ſpecr/able neceſſity. But, What mean you in ſaying, When the 
number of Chriſtians was ſmall, they received it in both kinds ? Do Chriſts In- 
ftitations vary according to the numbers of Communicants ? Hath not Chriff 
the ſame power io oblige ay asa few? or, Do you think the numbers of 
breakers of his I7/t/trr:/0a make the fault the leſs? But, When was it the 
number of Chrſ{7a75 wasloſmall ? Only inthe Apoſtles times, or as long as 
the cuſtom laſted of commmncating in both kinds? Do you think the num- 
ber of Chriſtians was ſo ſmall in the Primztive times? If you do, you la- 
mentably diſcover your ignorance in the Hiffory of thoſe times: Read the 
Chriſtians Apologies over, and you will believe the contrary. But, Did this 
{inall number continue 1n the tune of the Chriſtian Emperors, even till after 
a thouſand wears atter Chriſt ? For ſo long the Communion in both kinds 
continued 1o inviolably, that neither you, nor any before you, are able to 
produce one 1»ſtaxce of a publick and ſolemn celebration of the Euchariſt 
in the Chyrch wherein the People did not communicate in both kinds. And, 
Could a matter ſo indifterent as you ſuppoſe this to be, meet with no perſons 
all tius time, who out of reverence to the b/ood of Chr:i/?, ſhould deny giving 
it to the People ? Nothing then but an unmeaſirable confidence, and a 
rclolution to ſay any thing, though never fo falſe or abſurd (if it tend to 
the intercit of your Church ) could make you lay, 1 hat communion in one 
kind 
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kini was always, even in the firſt five or ſix hundred years, allowed publickly as 
well in the Church, as out of it. Than which, if you had ſtudied it, you could 
{carce have uttered a greater natr:th ; and in which there are ſuck »z»1titides 
of your own party bearing witneſs againſt you. And Be//armin is lo far from 
helping you out in it, that he 1s extremely at a loſs to offer at any thing 
which hath any tendency that way. Bur before we come to cohifider the In- 
ſtances and Exceptions you make, we muſt ſomewhar further fee, what the 
practice and ſenſe of the Church was, that we may the better judge; Whe- 
ther communion in both #t;4s were looked on as a matter only of free dews- 


ton, Or as ſomething neceſfary by virtue of Chriſts Inſtitution. 


And for this 


Tihall not inſiſt on thoſe multitudes of Teſtimonies, which manifeſt the 
practice it ſelf, but briefly touch ar lome tew,which more direxlyprove,that 
what they did, was, Becauſe indoing otherwiſe, they ſhould have violated 
the 1z/#itution of Chriſt. To pals by therefore the Teſtimonies of Juſt; Mar- 
tyr, Irenens, (lemens Alex:ndriaus, Tertullian, all clear for the practice; the 
firſt T infiſt on, is that of S. Cypriaz againſt thoſe who gave water in the 
Chalice, inſtead of wine ; for, whoſoever doth but read the very entrance of 


that Epiſtle, will ſoon find rhat he looked on Chr:/ts In- 
ftitution inall the parts of it as unzlterable, For (faith he) 
alchoueh I know, that moſt Biſhops do keep to that which 
agrees with the truth of the Goſpel, and what our Lord hath 
delivered ; and do not depart from that which Chriſt our 
Maſter hath commanded and practiſed : yet becauſe ſome, et- 
ther through ionor.ance, or ſimplicity, in ſanttifying the Cup 
of our Lord, and deliverins it to the people , do not that 
which Jeſus Chriſt our Lord and God, the Author and 
teacher of this Sacrifice, did and taught ; I have thought it 
& neceſſary part of my duty to write to you, that if any one 


Q1anquam (:54m Epiſcos blurimos, Evan- 
geiice wiitatis as Duminice tralitions 
tenere rationem, nec ab eo quod Chriftus Ma- 
giſter & precepit &+# gejſit, humand &* u0+ 
vella inftitutione dicedere ; tamen quoniam 
quidam vel ignoranter vel ſampliciter in c4- 
lice Dominico ſanfificando, & plebs mint- 
ſtrando, non hoc faciant quod Jeſus Chriſtus, 
Dominus & Deus noſter , jacrificis buj 

Auftor & Doffor, fecit & docuit ; religre- 
ſum pariter ac neceſſarium duxi, has ad vos 
literas ſacere, ut {i quis in iſto errore adbuc 
teneatur,ueritatis luce perſpecta ad radicen 
atq; orzginem traditions Dominice reverias 


continue in that error, he may, by diſcovering the lioht of” tur. Cyprian. Fpiſt. 63. 
truth, return to the root and fountain of our Lords Tra- 
dition. 1 infift on this Teſtimony, not only for the clearneſs of it, as to 
the cuſtom of giving the Cp to the people; but eſpecially for the evideace 
contained in it, of the unalterable nature of the I»/#i7ut;0 of Chriſt. For 
thar he looks on as the great fault of them who miniſtred water inſtead of 
wine, that they therein departed from the example and precept of Chriſt. 
Now there cannor be produced any greater evidence of any obligation as 
to this, than there is as to the giving the Czp it ſelf. For here is Chrifts ex- 
ample and inſtitution equally as to both of them, and that in the ſame 
words, Drizk ye all of it. If that were ſuch a departing from the I»/tirn- 
tion to alter the Liquor, would it not have been accounted as great, to 
take away the Cp wholly ? For afterwards he adds, If men ought not to 
break the leaſt of Chriſts commands , H'yv much leſs thoſe great ones which 
pertain to the Sacrament of our Lords Paſſion, and our Redemption? or to 
change it into any thing, but that which w.ss appointed by him ? And if not 
to change the matter, certainly neither can it be lawtul to order the ad- 
miniſtration otherwiſe than Chri/# appointed. I know Bella wiz laith, 
The parity of reaſon will not held, becauſe this is to corrupt the matter of the 
Sacrament : but S. Cyprizx doth not infilt on that as his reaſon, bur the de- 
parting from the Inftitntion of Chrif?, and this 1s done by one as well as 
the other. But he adds, That there was a precept for that, Do this. Ando, 
lay we, was there as plain for the other, Drizk ye all of this. So that the 
parity of reaſon is evident for the one as well as the other. Upon the ſame 
ground doth Pope Julie afterwards condemn the uſing m//k inſtead of 
wine, becanſe contrary to Chriſts Inſtitution ; and ſo he doth the dp- 
Pins the bread in ths Chalice : From whence we infer, that they looked 
on 
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on Chriſfs Example and Inſtitution in the adminiſtration to be xnalterable. 
But moſt expreſs is the Teſtimony of Pope Gelaſizs, who finding ſome, from 
the remainders of Manichaiſm:, did abſtain from the Cap, gives expreſs order, 
That they who were infetted with this odd ſuperſtition, et- 


Comperims quod quidam, ſampra tentimn- hy hould receive the whole Sacrament, or abſtain wholly 
modo corporus ſatrs portzone, a Cdizce ſacys WW. SO ; 
crupyis abflinemnts Bui proculducio (90: from it ; becauſe the dividing one and the [ame myſterie, 
um nſcio-qua ſuperjt4tione ancentur v%- cannot be done without great ſacriledge. To thus, Bellar- 
ftrings ) aut Sacrament 2 integra pereaprant, Ay 7 Anſ : 
at ab ritegru arceanturs; 1ut4 dAiyt{o wins od tEllS Us, EWO AMWET 5 ATC COMMON y given ; one, 
& ejuſtem myſtercs fone grande jacrilegto {hat th: ſe words are meant of Prieſts : another, That they 
AA Co oa "ay Grattan6 CO ,2/2te only to thoſe [ſuperſtitious perſons ; but both of them 
are ſu;Eciently taken off by the reaſon aſſigned, which 


Couſan. th. 29. 


d. I7. 
P. 289. 


 Cafſander de 
Commun. ſus 
Atrdj,p-lo25, 
1027, 1035. 
02. Parif. 
Barns Catholi- 
co-Ron. Pariſe 
ect. 7. lat, 8. 


Riard. Tapper. 
tum. 2. þ.328. 
Alpionj. 4 Ca- 
tra. hereſc 28. 
1 andan.Þanop. 
- 4+. 56. 


A TWnas.f. y. 


2s 00. A'l12., 


is not fetched either from their Pri/thood, or Superſtition, but only from 
the 1-/titution of Chr:i/, that it would be /acrilezdze to part thoſe things, 
which Chriſt by his I/t:rution had joyned together. Thus we lee, the ſenſe 
of the Church 1s clear, not only for the pract:ce, but the command too; and 
tle ſinfulnels of the vio/atroz of it. Although to you one would think it 
were wholly needleſs ro prove any more than the Unverſal Practice, ſince 
the '[7adition of the Church is equal with you, with an uawr:ittex word ; but 
that is, when it makes for your purpoſe, and not otherwiſe. For in this 
caſe, though the Iz/#/ut10 be expreſs, the univerſal pradice of the Church 
for at Icaſt a thouſand years unqueſtionable ; yet becauſe it contradicts the 
preſent ſenſe and practice of your Church, all this ſignifies nothing at all 
with you. So true 1s it, that it is neither Scripture nor Antiquity, which you 
really regard, but Iztere/t and the _ Church. And what Cuſanw:, like 
a downright man, ſpake out in this caſe, is that you muſt all at laſt take ſan- 
Qtuary in, That the Scriptures muſt be interpreted according to the current pra- 
tice of the Church ; and therefore it is no wonder if they be interpreted at one 
time one way, and another time another way. And though this ſeem a very 
great abſurdity, _ it is no more than 1s neceſſary to be ſaid by {uch who 
maintain things ſo contrary to Scripture, and the practice of former ages 
of the Church. | 

Burt you are fo far from thinking this contrary to the pradice of the 
Church 1n former apes, that you ſay, Not ozly iz S. Thomas his timr, but 
in all times of the Charch, it was both publickly allowed, and commonly by 
ſome practiſed even in Church:s, to receive under one kind only. A bold Af. 
ſertion, and which is confidently denied by mw many of your own Com- 
munion. For not only Caſſazder often confeiles, that for above a thou- 
ſand years after Chritt, no in(tance can be produced of publick Commu- 
nion 1n one kind : Bur Father Barns acknowledges not only that Comm- 
0a in both &zds, is much more agreeable to Scripture, Fathers, and the 
Univerſal Church, but that per ſe loquendo jure drvino preſcribitur, taking it 
in it ſelf, it is comm:nded by a D:vine Law. But I know theſe men are too 
honeſt for you toown them, but as to the univerſal practice of the Church 
it is confeſſed by Ruardus, Alphonſe a Caſtro, Lindanius, and many others. 
But we need no more than your S. 7 hows himſclt, cven in that very place, 
where you lay, He rather makes ; for you, than ap aint yor , tor, when he ſacs, 
that Provide in quibuſdam Eccleſtrs obſervatur ut populo ſauguis non detur, 
It was a cuſtom providently obſerved in ſome Churcht's, wot to give the Sacra- 
ment in the form of wine to the Laity ; He thereby ſhews indeed, that in his 
time about 4. D. 1260. this cultom did in ſome places obtain, but yet lo, 
that the uziver/al practice had been to the contrary ; tor ſo much is contel- 
ſed by him in his Commentaries onS. Johz,, where his words are, ſecundum 
antiquam in Eccleſia conſuctudinem onmes ſicut communicabant corpori, its 
compunicabant & ſangumni, quod etiam adhuc in quibuſdam Ecoleſiis ſervatar. 


According to the ancient cnſtom of the Church, all did communicate tm both 
Kinds, 
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kinds, which as wet is obſerved in ſome Churches, Now; Whether the univer- 
fal praQtice of the Church 1n former times, or the practice of ſome Cliurches 


in his time, were more agrecable to the Divize [aſtitution, we may appeal. 


to 491/145 himſelf who elſewhere gives this account, Why the ele nents of 
bread and wine, were made ule of, and delivered leverally, '/ hat th:y m:;ght 
denote a complete refection, and fully repreſent the death ana paſſion of our Savi- 
ozr. On the ſame accounts Bonavertur:and Alenſis make both kinds neceſ: 
fary to the Integrity of the Sacrament. And the latter ( who was Maſter tor 


the two former) ſays exprelly, { hat whole Chriſt is not contained ſacramental- 1 


ly under either {nds ; but his fleſh under that of bread, and his blood under that 
of wine. Than which nothing can be more deſtructive to the Dotftrine of 
Concomitancy. 
was appointed to repreſent not the body 1n its compleat /ub/tazce, but the 
meer f/:/h, when the 4/004 15 out of 1t, according to the diviſion of the Sacr7- 
fices into fleſh and blood ; from whence it appears, that the Sacrifice of Chrilſts 
dcath cannot be repreſented meerly by oze kind, and that whole Chriſt is 
not contained under oze, in the adgyiniſtration of it, And therefore Aleſis 
rizhtly determines, that the res Sacrament; cannot be perfectly repreſented 
by one kind : and thence lays, He that receives but in one kind, aAoth not re- 
ceive the Sacrament perfectly, No wonder therefore that he tells us, That ſome 
religious perſons in his time ( when the contrary cuſtom, through the ſuperſti- 
tion of people, had ſomewhat prevailed) did earneſtly drefire that the Sacra- 
ment mioht azain be received in both kinds. Thus we ſee, when this cuſtom 
did begin, reaſon and argument was {till againſt it, and nothing pleaded 
for it, but only ſome ſuperſtitious fears of ſome accidental effuſions of the blood 
of Chriſt. But you are the man, who would ſtill perſwade us, 7hat Com- 
wuniog in one kind was not only publickly allowed, but by ſome prattiſed even in 
Churches in all times of the Church. And therefore in reaſon we mult give 
attendance to your impregnable demonſtrations of it. For otherwiſe, ſay 


And it is learnedly proved by Per. Picherellus, that the bread. 
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you, How is it poſſible that the Manichees ſhould find uberty and opportunity to - 


communicate among ſt Catholicks in Catholick Churches, without being perceived, 
fince they never drank wine, nor communicated 1::19er the 711173 of wine? as tis 
certain they requently did in S. Leo's time, and aft F.  Zut you have very. 
unhappily light of this for your firſt proof, whic': 1s fo evident. againſt 
you. For Leo, who mentions the Mantchees communicating 1n C athotick 
Churches, tells the Catholicks, What way they might diſcern them from 
themſelves, viz. that thourh they received the bread, yet they refuſed the wine ; 
by which, ſaith he, you may diſcover their ſacrilegions 
hypocriſi: , and by thit means they may be expelled out 
of the ſociety of Catholicks. You were therefore very 
ill adviſed, to make choice of this for your argu- 
ment, which makes it plain, that all Carholicks did 
receive in both kinds, and that the Marchees might 
be thereby known that they did not. Andit it were 
the cuſtom for the Catholrcks ſometimes to receive in 
both kinds, and ſometimes not, ( which is all the ſhifr 
Be111r1in hath ) and the Marichees not at all, this | 
could be no note of 4di/ra&ion between them ; for, although the Mari- 
chees might not receive at one time, they could not tell but they might ar 
another. Now Lev's intention being, to give ſuch a note of diftinction, 
that they might not receive at all among them, it evidently follows, that 
all the Carholicks did conſtantly receive in both kinds, an: that they were 
only Manichees who did abſtain from the C»p. - For that Story which Bet: 
larmin inſiſts on, and you refer to, of the woman, who being a Macedonian 
Heretich, yet pretending to communicate with the Catholicks , had the bread 

| Aaaa which 


Quum ad tegendam infidelitatem ſnam ne« 
jir:s audeant int eſſe myſteriis, tam ſac a- 
mentorum communione ſe temperant, ut intey- 
dum tutins latrant.ort indignn ( briſti corpus 
accipiunt, ſanguinem autem redemption no- 
[tre hanrire omnino declinant. 
vellram volumus ſcire ſanflitate®,” ut tobis 
kun fmodi homines & hiſce maniſcſtent uy in- 
dicits, © quorum depre':tnſa furrit jacrile- 
g4 ſimulatin, notati & proditi a ſanflorum 
ſrietate, ſacerdotum autoritate 
Leo. Sermon. quadrageſ.q. 
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which her Maid brought with her, and which ſhe took inſtead of th: Euchariſt, 
turned into « ſtone its her month, upon which ſhe runs preſently to the Biſhop, 
and with tears confeſſed her fault ; as we take it wholly upon the Faith of Ss- 
zomen, frem whom Nicephorws tran{cribes it, fo I cannot imagine what it 
proves for your purpoſe, unleſs it be, that rhey in whole moths the bread 
turns into a /foxc too, will hardly have patience till the Cp be adminiſtred 
to them. For ſo both So9zomewa and Nicephcr its relate it, that immediately 
upon her feeling it to bea //one, ſhe ran to the Biſhop, and ſhewed him the 
floneacknowledging with tears her miſcarriage. But beſides this, you bring 
ſeveral I»/faxces trom the Communion of Hermites iz the wildery ſi, of tra- 
wellers on their journeys, of ſick perſons in their bedsz and private Communions 
in houſes, and laſtly, little Ch:ldren in the Church, and at home in th-ir Cradles, 
which communicated in form of wine only, And, Ate notall theſe invi:cible 

roofs, that there was a publick, folemn ad.niniſtration of the Communi- 
inone kind publickly allowed in C-nrches in all times? When you can prove 
that the Communion of H-rmiit.s was in the Church, or that they did not re: 
ceiveas well the »/ze as the bread in the ggdern:/5, or that ſuch Communi- 
on was approved by the Ch:5rch : That the Communion of Travel r5 was not 
meer Communion 'n Prayers, as Baronius and Albaſpimnens aſſert, without any 
participation of the m__y at all; orif it were, that it was only a parrs- 
cipation in one k1na (againſt which A/baſpinens gives many reaſons: ) That 
the Communioy of the ſick was without 'v1me, when Juſt: Martyr fa.th, 1 hat 
both bread and wine were ſent to the abſent : when Erſchius tells us, That 
the bread given to Serapion, was drpt ; when S. Hi:vom faith of Exuperime, 
That he preſerved the blood in 2 glaſs for rhe uſe of the ſick : *i hat Private 
Communions Were without wine, ſince Gregory Nazzianten laith ; his Sifter 
Gorgonia, pref: rved both the ſymbols of the body and blood of Chriſt ; agd Al- 
baſpinews confeſſes, that one might be carried home as well as the other ; or 
that theſe were appr.ved by the Church, fince Dawrantus faich, 7 hat the uſe 
bf Private Commun'ons coming up by perſecutions, were abrogated afterwards ; 
and are expreſly condemned by the Councr! of Ce/ar-Av9ſta about rhe 
year 381. and the firſt C ouncil of Toledo, about A. D. 400. Laſtly, that 
the Communion of Infants was only in one kind either in the Church or .t 
home, or that this Commun:on of Infants which the Connc:! of Trent con- 
demns, was a dre admin ftration of the Enchariſt: When I ſay you have 


proved all the'> things, the utmoſt you can hence infer, is, only that in 


ſome rare caſes, and accidental occaſions, Communion in one kind was allow- 
ed of, But what is ail this co the proving that the fared, ſol-m7 aim niftra- 
tion of the Euchariſt 12 one kind was ever practiſed, mach leſs a'lowed, 
within a thouſand ycars after Chriſt, And yet if you could prove that, 
you fall ſhort of vindicating your Church, unleſs you add this, which you 
never ſo much as touch at, viz. That it was ever inall that time thought 
lawful to forbid the celebration of the Erchari/t in both kinds. Prove but 
this, which is your only proper task,: and I fay as his Lordſhip doih in ano- 
ther caſe, Ton ſhall be my Apollo for ever. 

We proceed to a fourt Error, which is the Imwvocation of S-ints de- 
fined by the Conncilof Trexr. As to which, that which his Lordſhip fairh 
may be reduced to three things, 1. That thoſe expreſſiens of the Fath:- rs 
which ſeem moſt to countenance it are but Rhctorical flour.1hes. 2. That the 
Church thes did not admit of the Inoocation of Saints, but only of the com- 
»-moration of Martyrs, 3. That the Doftrine of the Roman (hurch wakes 
the Saints more than Mediators of Interceſſion. To theſe three I ſhall 
confine my diſcourſe on this ſubje£t, and therefore hall follow you cloſe 
in your Anſwers to them. For the firſt, When you are proving rhat the 
Fathers expicfſions were not Rherorical flouriſhes, you would tain have 

your 
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your own accounted ſo. For, ſay you, How can it ſcem to any that duly conſt- 
ders it, but moſt extreamly partial and ſtrange to term ſu many exhortations, ſo 
many plain and poſitive aſſertions, ſo many Inſtarces, Examples, Hiſtortes, Re- 
ports axd the like, which the Fathers frequently uſe, and afford in this kind ( and 
that 1pon occaſions wherein doomatical and plain delivery. of Chriſtian Dotlrine 
and truth is expected) nothing but flonriſhes of wit and Rhetorick ? Andatter, 
you call theſe zzeer prt-offs, as before you had ſaid, 7 hat when any thing in the 
Fathers is againſt us, then it is Rhetorick only ; when avain{t you, then it is d32ma- 
tical ard the real ſexſe of the Fathers, But thele are only General words, fit 
only to deceive ſuch who believe bold affirmations ſooner than ſolid proofs. 
This is a thing mult be tryed by particulars, becaule ic 1s on both ſides ac- 
knowledged, that the Fath:rs did many times ule their Rhetorick, and that 
ſuch things are uttered by them, in their Paxez yrical Orations eſpecially, 
which will not abide a ſevere tryal. Doth not Be//armiz contels that St. Chry- 
ſoftom doth often hyperbolize, and Sixtwus Sexeaſis tay as much of others, that 
in the heat ot their diſcourſes they are carried beyond what they would have 
{aid in a ſtrict debate ? But whoare better Judges of theſe things than the 
Fathers themſelves ? Are not they the men, who have bid us diſtinguiſh 
what comes from them in a heat, from that which they deliver as the 
Doctrine of the Church ? Have not they told us, that the popular Orations 
uttered in Churches are no rules ot opinion ? Have not ſome of them, when 
they have ſeemed extream vehemenr and earneſt, at laſt coine oft with this, 
That they have been declaiming all that white ? Witnels S. Hierom againſt 
Helvidins ; and if you make not ule of the ſame rule to put a favourable 
conſtruction on his Books again(t Jouinian, Vigilantins, Ruffinus and others, 

ou will as little be able to excuſe him from ſtrange Dottrines, as from 
intemperate heats. What p#t-off then 1s it for us to ſay, that S. Baſil in 
his Oration on Mammas, and the forty eight Martyrs ; that S. Gregory Nazi- 
an<cn in his Panegyrical Orations on S. Baſil, S. Athan-:ſi'is, S. Cyprian, his 
ſiſter Gorgonia, S. Gregory Nyſſes in his commendation of T heodorus, do 
make ule of their Rhetorick in Apoſtrophe's to the perſons whom they 

raife, without any ſolemn Invocation of them ? What is there herein un- 

uitable to their preſent purpoſe? Is it any more than Orators have com- 
monly done ? What ftrange thing is it then, that thoſe great Maſters of 
Rhetorick ſhould make uſe of their art to raiſe the people, not only to a 
Iigh eſteem of rheir perſons, bur of thoſe vertues which rendred them ſo 
Hluſtrious ? Might not fuch expreſſions by way of Apoſfrophe be {tl uſed 
by ſuch who are furtheſt from the Invocation of Saints ? although by 
their example we are taught how dangerous 1t is to indulge Rheror:ck too 
much in fuch caſes. But as though they foreſaw the ill uſe would be 
made of them, they add ſuch expreſſions as ſufficiently tell us, they made 
no folemn Invocation of them ; & ns; ai&;, «5 Juar, and thelike. Had theſe 
perions a mind to deliver a Dodarine of Invocation of Saints, who Ipeak 
with ſuch he{tatioz and doubt as to their ſenſe of what was ſpoken ? (For 
it 15a groundleſs ſhift, to ſay, that thoſe expreſſions imply an affirmation 
and not doubt.) That which we ſay then, 1s this, That the Doctrine of 
the Chrrh 15 not to be judged by ſuch Excomiaſtick Orations, wherein 
fuch Rhetorical flouriſhes are uſual; and when you bring us their plain and 
politive atlertions, we will by no means give you that Anſwer, That thoſe 
are florriſhes of wit and Rhetorick, Burt his Lordſhip very well knew how 
tar you were from any ſuch dogmarical aſſertions of the Fathers in this 
point, and that the moſt plauſible teſtimonies which you had were taken 
out of thoſe three great Orators in their Paxegyricks in praiſe of their 
Friends, or of the Martyrs; and therefore it was he ſaid, Though ſome of 


zhe ancient Fathers have ſome Rhetorical flouriſhes about it, for the ſtirring up 
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devotion ( xs they thonght ) yet the Church then admitted not of the Invocation 
of” Saints, Thar isit we itand on, that no ſuch thing was admitted by the 
Church, if we ſhould yield that any particular (though great) perſons were 
too laviſh in their expreſſions this way ; muſt theſe be the itandard which 
we mult judge of the Doctrine of the Chrrch by ? We mult conſider the 
Chrch was now out of perſeciition, and eaſe and honour attended thar 
profeſſion of Chriſtianity, for which ſuch multitudes had endured the 
flames ; and the people began to grow more looſe and vain than when they 
{till expeQed Martyrdoms : This made theſe great men ſo highly commend 
the Martyrs in their popular Orations, not to propound them as objects of 
[rvocation, but as examples tor their imitation. Thence they encouraged 
them to frequent the Memorie Martyrum, that by their aſſemblies in thoſe 
places they might revive ſomething of that priſtine heat of devotion, which 
was now ſo much abated among them. Bur the event ws ſo far from an- 
{ering their expectation. that by this means they grew by degrees to place 
much of rheir Religion, rather in honouring the former Martyrs and Saizts, 
than in ſtriving to1mitate them 1n their vertues and graces. And from the 
frequenting the places where the Martyrs were en{hrined through the pre- 
tence of ſome exrartical dreams and viſions, or ſome rare occurrences which 
they ſay happened ar thoſe places, they began to turn their real honour in- 
to ſuperſtitious devotion, which at laſt ended in ſolemn Invocation. To 
which no ſmall encouragement was given when ſuch perſons as S. Hierom 
and others, were fo far trom putciaga {topto the growing evil, that though 
they confeſſed man; miſcarriages committed, yet they rather ſought to pal- 
liate them and make rhe beſt conſtruttion of them, ſtill hoping that this 
zeal in the people to the honour of the Martyrs would promote devotion 
among them ; whereas it ſunk gradually into greater ſuperſtitions. This 
I take to be the trueſt and moſt faithful account of thoſe firſt beginnings 
and tendencies to [vocation of Siints, which appeared in the latter end of 
the fourth Century. | 

For before that time we meet with nothing that can bear the face of any 
poſitive and plain aſſertions, inſtances, examples, hiſtories, or reports tending that 
way. Which is ſo clear, that Card:nal Perron atter the beſt uſe of his wit 
and diligence to find out ſomething to this purpoſe within the three firlt 
Centuries, at laſt confeſſes, that in tle Arthors who lived nearer the Apoſtles 
times no footſteps can be found of the Invocation of Saints, But when he 
gives this account of it, '/ h2t moſt of the writings of that time are loſt, 1t makes 
us ſee what poor excuſes bad cauſes will drive the greateſt wits ro. For 
are not the writings of J»/?;z Martyr, Irenens, Clemens Alexanarinus, Origen, 
]ertull:an, Cyprian, Arzobirs, I attaxtins and others [till extant, who were P1- 
ous and learned men? Anda1s it poſſible that ſuch men ſhould all of them 
conceal ſuch a Do&rine as this, which would ſo caſily appear in the face 
of the Church ? But it is well we have the contefſion of ſo great a man tor 
the beſt agesof the Church ; and not only ſo, but he acknowledges withall, 
That there 1s neither precep! 20Y < x.mple for it 1 the Jeriptire. Which others 
not only aſſert, but oter to give reaſons tor 1t, for the Old Teſtament ; Be- 
cane the Fathers were avt thea admitted to the beatifical viſio : and tor the 
New Teſtament, Becanſe the Apoſtles were men of ſuch piety and humility, that 
thy would ant admit of it themſelves, and therefore made nv mention of it in 
thor writinss ; and withall, Becauſe in the bretaning of Chriſttanity there would 
have buen a [ſpicion, that th:y had only chanzed the names of Heathea Deitres, 
a4 retained the ſame kinds of worſhip. Thele forthe new Teltament wead- 
111t of, not as Rhetorical flonriſhes, but as plain and poſitive aſſertions which 
contain a great deal of truth and reaſon in them. So that here 1s a con- 


"ited lilenceas to this DoQtrine throughout all the ſtory of Scripture, and 
tor 
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for 300. years and more after Chrift ; and in all this time we meet with no 
ſuch aſſert10n5, inſtances,examples,reports, and the like, which tend toeſtabliſh 
this new Doctrine. But inſtead of this, we meet with very pla7z aſſertions to 
the contrary, back'd with ſtrong and invincible reaſons ; and herein not to 
inſiſt on thoſe places in Scrzprure which appropriate Invocation to God only, 
and that in regard of his incommunicable attributes of o»2n7/crency, and iafi- 
zite goodneſs and poer, which are the only foundations given in Scripture 
for Invocation ; nor to mention thoſe places, where all tendencies to ſuch kind 
of worſhip of any created Being, are ſeverely checked ; and wherein ari Ixfe- 
rior and relative worſhip 15 condemned on this account, Becaule all worſhip is 
due to God only ; and wherein that very pretence of hymzl:ty, innot coming 
to God, but through ſome Mediator is exprelly ſpoken againſt ; nor to inlarge 
how mnch this 1:ottrine of [zvocation of Sazzts 15 injurious to God, by gt- 
ving that worſhip to creatures which belongs only to himlelt, and how repug- 
nant it is ro D:vize worſhip, that prayers ſhould be made to Sits for them to 
interceed with God, when they cannot know what thoſe prayers are till God 
reveals them ; nor how diſhonourable it is to Chriſt, both in regard of his 
merits and interceſſion ; nor how great a\heck it 1s to true prety to put men to 
pray to them, whom they can have no ground to believe do hear or regard 
their prayers, and in the mean time to take them off trom their ſerious and 


ſolemn addreſſes to God. Not to inliſt, I ſay, on theſe things, becauſe I de-. 


fign no ſet diſcourſe on this ſubjet, which hath been ſoamply handled by fo 
many already ; Ifhall only diſcover the ſenſe of the Primzzive Charch in this 
particular by two things, the one of which takes in the firſt three Centuries, 
and the orher extends a great deal further : From which I doubt nor, but to 
make it evident how tar the Invocation of Saints was from being received 
then. The firſt is, from the Anſwers even tothe Heathezs, when it was ob- 
jected againſt the Chri/t;a5 that they did worſhip dead men and Angels. I 
confeſs, ſome have been ſo ſubtle as from hence to infer that they did it ; or 
elſe, ſay they, the Heathens would never have charged them with ir. But 
they who read the Chriſtians Apologies will find far more unreaſonable things 
than this laid to their charge, and I hope they will not fay, there muſt be an 
equal ground for all the other imputations alſo. But it ſeems they more be- 
lieve the Heathens Objedtions than the Chriſtians Anſwers, who utterly diſa- 
vow any ſuch thing. The firſt mention we find of any ſuch impuration, is 
in that excellent Epiſtle of the Church of S-yrna to the Church of Philomyli- 
um concerning the Martyrdom of Po/yc:rp, wherein they tell us ; how ſome 
ſuggeſted ro Ncct.z5, that he ſhould defire the Procoſulthat Polycarp's body 
might not be granted tothe Chriſtrans ; Leff, lay they, they ſhould leave to 
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worſhip Him that was Crucified, and worſhip him; to which they return this ex- _ 


cellent Anſwer. They are i2norant that we can never be induced to forſake 


Chriſt, who ſuffered for the ſalvation of all who ſhall be [a- 


ved of the whole world, or to worſhip any other for hin be- 
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ins the Son of God we adore. But the Martyrs as the Diſct- «bouk 765 catediibocalar acoiite, 
ples and followers of the Lord, we love worthily for their ex> tre irregy wa cifew. TIrov as youu 


ceedins oreat affeition toward their own Ring and Maſter, 
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of whom we wiſh that we may be partners and diſciples. Zig;, Ina wniins iromepeniiee 6)s 3 


Can any thing be more expreſs than this 1s, to ſhew io Ravinia Sel xy 61 Yooile 
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- #yrs? Not that they worſhipped one as God with an ab- ed valeſ. 

ſolute direct worſhip, and the other as ſubordinate inter- . 
ceſſors,with a relative and indirect worſhip, as you would have told them; but 
they worſhipped Chriſt and none but him, becaule he was the Sox of God; but tor 
the Martyrs they /oved them indeed, but they worlhipped chem nor ar all, 


for ſo much is implycd in the Arritheſis: between that and their worſhip - 
Chriſt. 
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Chriſt. So that theſe words are excluſive of any kind of worſhip which 
they gave to the Martyrs ; tor they were lo far fron giving them that wor- 
{bip which belonged to the Sov- of God, that they only exprelſed their />ve to 
them, without giving them any worſhip. And inthe old Latin tranflation 
of this Epiſtle, of which there are two MSS. extant in Ezglims ; when they 
lay, They can worſhip none elſe but Chriſt, it is there rendred, Ne que alter; 
curquam precem orationis impendere, Nor inopart the ſupplication uf prayer to 
ay other. As the late learned Lord Primit Uſher hath oblerved ; which ut- 
tecly deſtroys the Doctrine of [zwocatior. 

We procced further to {ce whar accqunt Or/gez gives of the Chri//11r 
Do#rine touching Invocation in his Anſwer to Ceſzes, wherein he had ſut- 
ficient occaſion given him to declare the ſenſe of the Church at that time. 
And if he had known or approved any re/i7ve worſhip given to Anzels or 
Saints, it is not conceivable that he ſhould exprels himlelt in ſuch a manner 
as hedoth. For when Ce//zs enquires what Kind of Bcizzs they thought 
Aaneels to be, Origen anſwers, that although the Scripture ſometimes calls 
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them Gods, it is not with that intention that we ought 
to worſhip them. For, faith he, al! prayers, and ſup- 
plications, and interceſſions, and thankſgivings are to be ſent 
up to God the Lord of atl, by the High-Prieſt who is above 
all Angels, being the l:ving Word and God. For tocall up- 
on Angels ( we net comprehending the knowledze of them, 
which is above the reach of man) is uareaſonable. And 
ſuppoſing it were granted that the knor:!. dge of thim, which 
is wonderful and ſecret, mi! be comprehended : this very 
knowledge declaring ti: i; ».ture to us, andthe charge over 
which every one of th: 4 15 fit, would not permit us to pre- 
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\ viz 78 0:3. Orig. c. Cel- fn 
ſum 1. 5. —_—_ el Cantabs Y Sſume to pray unto any other but God the Lord of all, who 


is abundantly ſufficient for all, by our Saviour the Son of 
God. Tn which Teſtimony, we clearly ſee what the judgement of the Church 
then was concerning Invocation ; For in a matter of Div:ze worſp;p equally 
concerning the whole Charch, we have no reaſon to 1nagine that Origez 
ſhould deliver any private opinion of his own. And herein we are plainly 
told, That all prayers and ſupplications are to be made to God oaly throuoh Chriſt, 
that in ſuch caſes where we are Jenorant of the natre of Beings, It 1s unrea- 
ſonable for us to pray fo them (as we certainly are concerning leparated /o:uls 
as well as Arzels) ; that in caſe we did know them, yet it would nor be rea- 
ſonable ro pray to them, both becauſe they are interior and miniſtring Sp/- 
rits, and that God himſelf is abundantly ſufficient for all through C4rf. 
Now let any reaſonable man judge, whether theſe Arguments do not hold as 
well -rabar a relative and ſubordinate Invocation, as abſolnte and Soveratyga. 

zut no ſuch diſtinQtions were thought of then. For they judged all Prayer 
and Ivocation, by the very nature of it, to import D/214ity 1n that it was 
made to. and therefore that no created Be/zgs how excellent ſoever were ca- 
pable of it. From whence Or/zez afterwards ſuppoling the Su, Moon, and 
$7.25 to be Intellettnal Beings, gives this account, Why, xotw:thſfanding that, 
they wade no prayers to them, tor, faith he, fence they offer up prayers them- 
{clv}s to Grd throurh his only Son, xeivaus wi flv Ev 34% mis cvagors, we Judze 
273at we oucht not to pray to them that pray. Since they would rather fend us to 
God whom they pray to, than brine us down to themſelves, or to divide our pray- 
129 wertine from God, to themſelves. Can we then {uppolc that the Church at 


tar time did allow of prayers to be made to $475 in Heaven, fuppoling 
their prayize there in behalt of the Church on earth? Tor we lee Yr iocm goes 


}n this ground, that all Itellectnal Spirits which pray themſelves, are not 


19be prayed to ; and rhat if they knew of our prazig tothem, they m_— 
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fend us to God and not acce t of thoſe /yop!/'cations to cheinlelves which aie 
due only to God. In the beginning of the e:ghth Book, Celſz Ciſpures again!t £8. p. 381- 
the Chriſtians becauſe they worſhip only the Supreme Grd, without giv ng 
any to the [feriow D2mns; and that upon this ground, becaule, ſa.ih he; 
They who worſh'p the Inferiour Cos, acknorl-dging them Inferio.1', is ſo far 
from diſhonouring the S preme, that he doth that wh'ch is acceptable to him. 
An nu mw xz onfoy TS Heives MV ras, & Ava 7 Oey, s mw1ts 6, For he thit ho- 
nours and wo:ſhips thiſe who are (ubject to him, doth not d'ſ{1l-.ſ: God vhiſe thy 
are all, Thefe are Ce/ſs his words ; from whence we are to take narice, 
gar Ce!ſizs doth not plead tor at ſ'/ute and Soveraign worſh:;p to be given to 
theſe I-feriour De:ties or S$prrit-; but only a relative and ſubordinate vorih1p. 
So that if the Controverſie had been berween Ce/ſiz and a mo1 rn, Roman ſt, 
all char Ce/ſu here ſays muſt have been confe Ted on both ſides, and the 
whole diſp'ite only have been concerning rho's Dems or S'rits whi h 
were to have this relative and interiour kind of »orſhip; viz. Whether choie 
which Cel/s call d Dems, or only the Bleſſed Spirits and 2[oriticd S$:-nrs. 
But 0r/2ex who went upon other grounds returns a far di *erent 2niwer; 
Fvr, faith hz, it is not leſt we ſhould hirt God that we abſtain from 15: vorſnip 
of any bit God according to this nord (unxivotu 133 ardiny an mri © be, to ren- 
der the inſeriour ofa of Sexvis, 10 any bt Goa) bat I:jt we (hols. thereby 
hurt our ſelves, by ſeparating our ſelves from our portion in G d. Andthe rea- 
fon he gives why Chriſt is tobe worſhipped is, from thut drv:n'ty :chich ma Þ, z85. 
w'f-ted it ſ-If in him, and becauſe of the unity or nature bet veen Und an1 him, | 
Ant although 0rizen faith, That in ſom: {uſe we may be [1id b.exnd:% 70 
give ſme kind of worſhip to Angels and Archangels ; yer he faith, te fenſ »f 
the word maſt be purg*d, and the attions of the wor'9 po r«.4:(t n1tfh 1. Y <t 
inthe following words he attributes that 0/b p which is by ſ1ppiicut:0n 
only to God ind his only $ n. Sothat ſti | he reſ:rves the , BY © DS 
; ; If AMLF dy» Oedv & # frat ry av 5 HS 

erin up our prayers as the appropriate wor-|hip 30 God j;,y q ann Tos ale. 33 we 

eſe lf, through h:s only Son. Þor to him, ſairh he, we Ny IXE0 4s a AE1@T 46 4 o<foun, FTP. 
fr ft offer th-m, intreating h'm who is the propittation for 7 yp att ps Crig1 s Fs - 
eur fins, thit he would wo :chlafe as our high Prieft to offer | 
our Prayers, Surrfices, and Interceſſions ty Cod over all, Therefor2 our Faith 14+ ibid. 
fs only 'n God through h's S-n, nho hath confirmed it tow. P nd afterwards, 
A "ay ( faith he ) with Celſis his Cornel, that ve (bond vorſhi'y C'emons (or 
inferior ſpirits not taking them in the worſt ſenſe) we 33 wetuxricy m 833 "FS, 
=? 0s, for we 22:ft only pray to God over all, and to th: Word of Loc! his on- bake 

pl 

ty begotten, and firſt born of all Creatures ; and we muſt entreat h:m, that he as 
Hizh Prieſt, would pr: ſ:nt our Prayer, when it is come to h:m, unto his God, and 
our God, ani unto his Fath-r, and the Father of them that frame thrir life ac- 
cordins to th: Word of God, Tothe ſame purpoſe again in another place; 
To whom we offer our firſt-fruits, to him we dirett our prayers, having a Hich 14:2+ 400. 
Prieft, who 1s entred into Heaven, Jeſus the Son of God ; and we hold faſt this 
confeſſion ahile we live, through the favour of Goa, and h:s Son, nho *s manifeſt 
ed to 15: *ndafter faith, 7hat the Angels help forward th-ir ſalvation, - ho 
call non God, and pray ſincerely, to whom they themſclves alſ) dray. But not one 
word of any praying to them, but only to Cod through Chriſt. For as he 
faith elſewhere, We muſt endeavour to pleaſe God only, who is over all, an1 __ . 
that he may be propitions to us, procuring his good will with piety, and all £in1 of bac hs 
virtue. But if he will yet have as to procure the good will of any others, efter him # in Kev © 


4: £0y, 
TeTOy | cw eur <0, teu 16y:(0 vey Loebeia nai wan aperhn* & 5 nal i ug Ty 's a8) wm uT Ti im 70: L 
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that is God over all ; l:t hirs conſider, that as when the body is moved, the motion 
of the ſhadow doth follow it : ſo in like manner, having God favourable to us, 
who is over all, it followeth that we ſhall have all his friends, both Angels, and 
Souls, and Spirits, favourable to us. For they have a ſympathy with them, that 
are thouoht worthy to find fawour with God. Neither are they only favourable 
uato ſuch as be worthy ; but they co-operate with them alſo that are willing to 
ferve God over all, and are friendly to them, and pray with them, and tntreat. 
with them. $9.25 we may be bold to ſay, that nhen mea, who with ar: ſolution, 
propoſe to th:mſelves the beſt things, do pray unto God, many th1ſands of the 
Sacred Powers pray together with them uncalled HPOR. Here 1ndeed we find 
that $:ints and els do interceed. in Heaven 1n behalf of the S$a/zrs on 
Earth, but thar is not the thing in diſpute between us : but here we tind no 
{uch thing at all «s an [zvocatioz of them ; but he ſays, 1 h-y pray together 
with us, when we pray to God hunſelf, nor when we pray fir{t to them to 
pray with us. For this Origex makes to be wholly needleſs ; for if God be 


propitious to us, ſo mill all the Sxcred Porers be too. So that ſtill we find- 


o 


in 0r/9:z, that Izvocation was only to be made to God over all, although he 
faith, {hit with thoſe who ao ſinc:rely call upon God, the Holy Spirits do joyn 
wth them. Tothe ſame purpole 4rn0b:us ſpeaks, when the Heathers asked, 
Why they did not worſhip any I»fcrior Gods ? ſatis eſt nobrs, ſaith he, Deus 
prinms, the Supreme God is ſufficient for us. In hocomne quod colendum eft 
colimus ; quod adorari convenit adoramus, quod obſequium venerationis 
poſcit, venerationibus promere.nur. Iz worſhipping him, we worſhip all that 
#s to be worſhipped ; we adore all, that is fit to be adored ; we procure favour by 
(hewing reverence to all that require it, Where we are ſtill to take notice, 
that the Heathens did not blame them for not giving the high«ſt kind of 
Worſhip to theſe Inferior Deities, but for not worſhippirg them with the 
ſubordinate and relative Worſhip, which they ſaid belonged to them. Now 
when in the Anſwer he ſaith, 7 hat iz worſhipping God, they worſh:pped all that 
ws to be worſhipped ; he utterly deſtroys any ſuch Re/atrve H/orſhip, which 
may be given to Inferior Spirits. 
For weare to conſider, that the Heathens themielves did not give the 
ſame kind of Adoration to their Heroes, and Inferior Deities, which they 
did to him whom they acco:inted Supreme. And, ſetting afide the difte- 
rence of the objeR, I can find no poſſible diterence between the Invoca- 
tion of Srnts in the Chrch of Ro, and that of Demons among the Hea- 
theas, And although B//1rm', hath taken the greateſt pains ro clear the 
nature of that 1Jorſhip, which 1s given to Saas ; yet, upon a tlorow 
examination of it, we ſhall find that all his pleas would have held 
as well for the Worlhip of Des in the Platoniſts ſenſe of them, 
as they do for the worſhip of $::2ts among Chriſtians. Three things he 
tells us Adoration conliſts in, 17 Ad of Underſtindine apprehending ſome 
excellency : An Ad of the W:1l, whereby we are inwardly inclined to do 
ſomething by an internal, or external act, by which we declare our ſenſe 
of that «xce/{-x#cy, and our ſubjection to it ; and laſtly, z exterxal Act, 
in which we bow or kncel, or ſhew ſome outward ſign of ſubjection. Now 
of theſe three he faith, the /ecoza 15 molt proper and «fe yt:1/, becauſe the 
firſt may be without Adoration, and the laſt with rr:/{fop of that we pre- 
rend ro worſhip. Further he obſcrves that there arc ſo many ſorts of Adora- 
:502 or Morſhip, as there are degrees of excell-zcy, of which he reckons 
three kinds, Diwvins, Hi mane, and between both, 25 the Gras and (;/orr of rhe 
Ns: and that theſe ſeveral forts of Worſhip, according to theſe ſeveral 
excellencies, are not #nwvocal, but analogical : and that they may be very 
well diſtinguiſhed by the Imtermal Acts, for the inclination of the will 1s 


. Frea:er_or lels, according to the degree of excellency apprehended in the 
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objet. Bur a+ to the Extern2l 4s, it is not eaſie to diſtinguiſh them ; for, 
almoſt all, Exterz:/ Acts, (ſacrifice only, and the things reterring to it ex- 
cepted) are common to all kinds of 4doratiov. This is the ſubſtance of 
what he hath, tor explaining the nature of Divize Worſhip : And by which 
I cannot poſſibly ſee, but that kind of Worſhip which was given by the Hea- 
thens to their Demons, was defenſible upon the ſame grounds that the [- 
vocation of Saints 1s now. For as theſe apprehend a greater excellency in 
Goa, than inthe Saizts ; ſo did they in the Suprezze God, than in thoſe [xfe- 
rior Deities; which they did not acknowledge to have an L1finire Natere 
in theniſelves, bur only that they had the hozour of being ſo'emnly worſhip- 
ped beltowed upon them. Burt this will be much clearer in the caſe of the 
Heroes, or the Apotheofis of the Roman Emperonrs, as Au2nſtus for inſtance. 
The Rom. S-nate decrees, that Divine Honours ſhall be given to Auguſt : 
we cannot think, that by virtue of this decree he aſſumed a Drvize Vatere, 
or became abſolutely God, lo that the Act of the Unadcrſtinding was of the 
ſame nature, which it would have been, ſuppoſing ſome Roman-Catholick 
ſhould believe Argnffus to have been a Sar : on which ſuppoſition, we 
will ſuppoſe? Heathen and hi» to be at their prayers together to him. I 
fray now tell me. Wherein lyes the ditterence, that one is 1do/atry, and 
the other is not? for neither of them ſuppoſe im to be the Sypreme God; 
both look on him as having a middle kind of excellency between God and man, 
the extern ations arethe ſame inboth, and their apprehenſions of excel- 
lency being equal, the /zc/:narons of their M:{'s to teftifie their devotion 
muit he equal too. It you anſwer me, that one looks on him as a Saizr, 
and the other doth not ; I may ſoon tell you, that is nothing to the purpoſe, 
for, the Queſtion is not, Whether he was a Sazzz or no, but, Whether the 
appreh-nſion of a middle exc-llcncy between Divine and Humane, with a cor- 
reſponvent inclization of rhe W”:4, teſtified by external a&s of Adoration, be 
Iaolitry or no © If it be 14o{4trr 1n the one, it muſt be in the other ; for the 
ratio fermalis is tlie lame in both, viz. the apprehenſion of an excellency be- 
tv een D:w:zeand Hymme : for weare not enquiring, Whether the appre- 
henſion be true or falſe, bur, What the nature of that 2 of Relzgion is, 
whic' is conſequent upon ſuch an apprehenſion, Now it it were not [do- 
latry in him, that believed Angrſt:s to be a Sarzt, and worſhipped him ; 
How can it be made appear to he ſo in him, that believed him dere, or that 
Divine Hears did belong to him ? And it this be granted; for my part, 
I cannor tell how you can excuſe the Pr/zz777ve Chriſtians, that would ra- 
ther ſuffer Martyrdom, than worthip the Heathen Emnronrs; tor, although 
they all thought it /do/atry, yet upon theſe principles it could not be fo ; but 
the worlt that could be made of it, was this, That the Sezare rook that up- 
on it, which it had nothing to do with, becauſe it belonged to the Pope to 
Canonize men, and not to the Romax Sexate, For, let me put it ſeriouſly 
to you, Whether you do not attribute the very ſame kind of authority to 
the Pope now, which the Roman Senate challenged in the ambiuns, of the 
Roman E mperonrs ? For, whoſoever will COMPAare the rites of Caronization 
in Bellarmin with the ancient rites of the amffeois, will find them exattly 
anſwering to each other. For, 1. 7 hey are prit 12 4 Catalooue of Saints, ana 
muſt be owned by all for ſuch. 2. Invocantur in publicis Eccleſie precibus, They 
are prayed to in the publick prayers of the C hurch. 93. Temples and Altars far 
their ſake, are dedicated to God. 4. The ſacrifices of the Euchariſt, of pray- 
ers, and praiſes, are publickly offered to God for their honour ; and then fol- 
low their Fe/t:vals, Images, Reliques, &rc. What was there more done then, 
that publick Divine Honours were made tothe Deified Emperours ; not that 
theſe H ors were wholly terminated upon them, but rhey thought the 
g1v1r2 of this relative Honor to yr op to the greater _— 
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of the Supreme Deity © So that we lee, a new objet of Divine Worſhip IS 
ſolemnly appointed, upon the Popes Canontzinge a Saint ; and no pretence 
can be made to excule this from 14o/atrv, which would not have exciſed all 
thoſe H-atheas from it, who bel:eved there was one Supreme Deity, and yet 
allowed Divine Honours to be given to ſuch Spirits which were imployed 
by him, or attended on him. So that if the notion of 1do/atry mult only lye 
in ſuchanac of the 11/7, which reſults trom an apprehenſion of 1zfinite ex- 
cell. acy, which 1s only 1n the Supreme Be ing ; very few, ut any, of the more 
intelligent HH 1thins were ever guilty of it. But if the formal reaſon of their 
[anlatrr lay in oJeriig up thole devorrons to that which was wot God, which 
only belong to an hfrzrte Being ;, 1 lee not, but the ſame charge will hold 
on the ſame grounds, againſt thoſe who I-vocate Saints with thoſe exter- 
nal atts of d-votion, wich are confelſed to be the ſame with thoſe where- 
with we call on God. But nothing can be more unreaſonable, than that 
}- {zrmin ſhould except Sacrifices, and things belonging thereto, from be- 
ing common tothe firſt and ſecond ſort of doratioz, and not except Inwors- 
ton. For, Is it pofible to conceive any act which coth more expreſs our 
ſenſe of an I-fnrite Exc ll. xcy, and the profefſion of our {bj 0x to it, than 
Invocation doth ? w hich doth it far more than Sacrrfice d.th - for that be- 
ing a mecr external act, is conſiſtent with the greateſt mo. kery of God; but 
ſolemn Invocation implies 10 its own natureour dependence upon God, and 


an acknowledgement of his I»fin/te Knol do and Power, For Invocation 


lyes chiefly in the internal acc, and denotes pri.narily the inward defire of 
obtaining ſo:nerhing troma B-722 above our own : So that, though T i} ould 
grant the meer external acts of bo vizg and rxerl:no tobe common to Adora- 
1101 given tO infinite and finite perfections ; yet I utterly deny that theſe +75 
are com non to both, when the circumſtances co deter-:.ine t'.e »d and de- 
ſign of them, As no manby the meer bowing of Abrahim to the £h lir-x 
of H th cou'd tell, whether it were civil or divine 49-4102 which he meant; 
but none who underſtood all the circuinſtances of ir, would have any reaſon 
to queſtion it. But, ſuppoſe it had been declared betore, that theſe men ex- 
pected a more than c7v/l Adoration, and that a'l the rites 0; folemn [xvoca- 
tion Which Abraham at any time uſed ro Go7, mult be {ed ro chem too; then 
the ſame external as muſt have received a new denomination. So that 
though the meer exterzal atts be common to c:v//and 7/205 Morſhip, yet 
as thoſe as are conſidered with their ſeveral creſt ines, they are appro- 
priated to cne or the other of them. Thus, theugh a man may ule the ſame 
form of words toan Emperour ON his Throne, and the ſa Ee EXtEC rnal poſture, 
which he doth uſe after his death ina Tempe con'ecrated to him ; yet in the 
one they are mcerly {igns of Civil 19rſh/p, but in the other they become Te- 
ſtimonies of Religions Adoration. g, alchough in the Izwocation of Jaints, no 
other words were uſed, bur ſuch as denote them to be Creatures ſtill; yer if 
they be uſed withall the rites of ſolemn [zvocatioz, in places appropriate to 
Divine Worſhip, and in Scred Offices, they thereby declare the Adoration in- 
tended to be greater than any meer creature 15 capable of. For we muſt conlt- 
der,that as God is owned to be I»f/n:te in himfelt, and to have incommunica- 
ble perfections, ſo bv reaſon of them there onght to be ſome appropriated 
aQs or ſigns of Worſhip, to 'eclare our ſubjection tro him ; which being de- 
termined for this end.either by the La» of Gog,or the cot of people,the at- 
tributing of them to any elſe but him, 15a puÞlick v70/4t707 of his hoponur. Al- 
though inſo doing, men profeſs that they intend them only as expreiſions of 
a lower kind of H/orſþ;p than is due to the Spree Beizy. Bur in ſuch caſes 
the yore ſtation avails not, where the fatt is evi ent tothe contrary. For when 
men in the molt folemn manner, in rublick »'aces of 449712», and in ſacred 
efficrs,do invocate S:/ats,and yet think they diſhonour not God by it, _— 

they 
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they ſay, they donot worſhip themas God; it 4s juſt as if a man ſhould 
upon all occaſions, in the Preſence-Chamber, addreſs himſelf to one of the 
Ks ſubjeQs as to the K7z2 himſelf; and being queſtioned for it, ſhould 
only ſay, he did not diſhonour the K7»z by it, becauſe he meant 1t not to 
him as a Azz, butasa Subjecf, But by lo much 1s the dihonour greater 
becauſc the Soverazenty of the X/zz doth require that the rights of X12jeſy 
ſhoul.l not be given to any $»bject whatſoever. So that it 1s but a vain pre- 
tence, when men uſe all the expreſſions whereby wedeclare our ſenſe of the 
Iifinite Perfeitions which are in God, to any Creatures, to lay, 1 hey give them 
not that Worſhip which belonzs ta God, meerly becauſe they do believe they 
are Creatures (till. But, Is it poſſible for men to give the honour which 1s 
duc to God, to the Creatures, acknowledging them to be Creatures ſtill? or, 
Is it not ? If not, then none of the Hearhens could be guilty of Idolatry, in 
worſhipping Demons, Heros, and Deified Emperonrs; 1f 1t be poſſible 5 
then t':ze acknowledging the Saizts not to be God, cannot excuſe men from 
the ſame kind of 1dolarry, in the Invocation of them. And it 1s as frivo- 
lous a plea which is made for thoſe forms of Invocation which are made to 
the $7275 in plain terms, not to intercede with God for them, but to be- 
ſtow upon them both temporal and ſpiritual Bl/:#7zes (of which multitudes 
have been produced by our Writers) v2. 7 hat though the form of words be 
the [ume that is ſed to God, vet the ſenſe is wholly, that they would pray to God to 
beſtow them. For, How ſhould any. other ſenſe be underſtood, when theſe 
forms areallowed in Invocation? For, although the Scripture may ſome- 
times attribute the eetto the ſubordinate Inſtrument, as when S. Paul 13 
ſaid to ſave foe, yet certainly the Scripture is far from allowing ſuch a li- 
berty in ſolemn [-: 0:ation : For upon this ground it might have been lawful 
for men to have fallen down upon their knees to 5. 744, and have intreated 
him to ſavethem. Dovulchink, S, Pa/\yvould have approved ſuch phraſes 
in vocation? So that ir isnot the racer "hraſe, bat as it 1s joynz2d with all 
rites of Invocation, which makes it lock 15 like the molt groſs [av7:try, When 
you pray to the /Virgiz Miry, to protett you from your enemies, and receive you 
in th: hour of death ; and to the Apoſtles, to heal your ſpiritnil mal :dies, which 
forms are acknowledge by Bel/2rzz/2 ; Can any reaſonable man thin, that 
the meaning of them only 1s, that they would pray to Goto do theſe things 
for them?If one ſhould bring his Pet/r:02 to a Conrtter for his Pardon, and in 
plainterms beg that of him which the Kzz2 only can grant ; What man that 
had his wits about him, would ever imagine that he only meant by it, that 
he would entreat the K/z2 to do it for him ? But God 1s more jcalous of his 
honour, than to be put oft by ſuch Mockeries as theſe are : Nay, when your 
great men at the end of their moſt elaborate works conclude with a Laws 
Doo > beatiſſime Vireini, What can be meant by it, bur rhe attributing an ho- 
0: of the ſame kind to the one as the other ? And when prayers are made 
to Sits, that through their zer:#s they would do ſuch things for them, it is 
hard concciving the mcaning ſhould only be, that they would pray to Go 
for them. Nay, {ome have exprelly ſaid, That God hath communicated that 
mhich of right belonged to himbecanſe of his divinity and omnipotenky, to the blef- 
ſed Viroin, ma the Srints ; and, that which is more wonderful, to their Imapes too- 
So Grirelmns Fabricius in his approbation of Lipſins his Diva lira Hallen- 
fic, which it is thought by ſome that Lipſizs only writ in imitation of ſome 
Heathen God iefS; which may be a very probable account of that otherwiſe 
very unhappy undertaking of that learned Man. And as 
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one ſaid of the Pez he offered to the Virgin, Nothing Po}t Tacitum exattum, confurmatolq labore: 

could be liobter, unleſs it were the Book he wrote with it, ,_ 174" Lippaaes bane tivt, Diva, aitat. 
> - Ro N71 potuit penna levins tithe Diva dirare, 

But that profeſſed Critick underſtood well enough the 7; f,cir 1enius quod tiki ſoribir opur: 


exaCtneſs of the parallel of the Worſhip of the Virgin 
Bbbb 32 Mary, 
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Mary, with that of the Heathen Goddeſſes ; and therefore very ſuitably 
calls her Tatelzris Diva, by which his meaning might be gueliſed at, as 
Plato's was, by his uſing the name of God, or Gods. But however that 
be, weare ſure the parallel is ſo great between the worſhip of Ss in 
the Church of Rome, and that of Heroes and Demons amoneg(t the Hea- 
thens, that if one be juſtified, the other cannot be condemned, and if one 
be condemned, the other cannot be juſtified. So that from hence it tfol- 
lows, that the arguments uſed by the Primitive Chriſtians againſt that Wor- 
ſhip, will hold againſt Izvocatios of Saints; becaule the Heathens pleaded 
not for an ab/o/ute and /overaizn Worſhip of them, but only ſuch a kind of 
relative and ſubordinate Worſhip, as you profeſs to be due to Saints, Thus 
much may ſuffice to clear the notion of 1or{hip in the Primitive Church, 
and to ſhew, how far that was from approving your Doctrine of the Inws- 
cation of Saints. 

The next Argument I intended to have inſiſted on, ſhould have been the 
proving the D:vinity of Chriſt from the [nvocation of him, as Athanaſius 
and ſeveral others do ; which could fignihe nothing, if I»vocation were 
then allowed to Saizrs. Bur this hath been ſo amply managed by others, 
and the ſenſe of the Church having been ſufficiently diſcovered by our prece- 
dent diſcourſe ; I ſhall not need to inſiſt any more on thole foregoing times, 
but now come to that age of the Church, wherein the honour of the 1ar- 
tyrs ſeems to be advanced higher upon the ceaſing of per/ecuriovu. But till 
his Lordſhip ſaith, Thar the Church then admitted not of the Invocation of 
Saints, but only of the Commemoration of the Martyrs, as appears clearly in 
S. Auguſtine, who ſaith, Although they be at the Sacrifice named in their or- 
der, non tamen a Sacerdote qui ſacrificat invocantur: they are not invoked 
by the Prieft who ſacrifices. Now to this you anſwer, The Father”s meaning 
is, that the Saints departed are not invocated, or call'd upon by way of Sacrifice, 
i. C. 4s perſons to whom the Sacrifice is offered ; which, you ſay, is a work of Re- 
ligion due to God only : and this you prove was all that S. Auſtiz meant, be- 
cauſe in other places of his works, where he teaches, that not only Commemoration 
is made of the Saints departed in time of Sacrifice, but that it is done to this 
particular intent and purpoſe, viz. that they would prey for us ; which doubtlefi 
amounts to a virtual Invocation of them. And for this =_ produce ſeveral 
paſſages out of his works, Two things theretore muſt be enquired into. 
1. What the meaning of S. Auſtiz is, when he faith, That the Snts are 
not invocated at the Sacrifice, 2. What his meaning 1s, 1n thoſe places where- 
in heallows of that you call Virtual Invocation, viz. that the Saints would 
pray for ws. 1. We are to enquire, What S. Auſtiz's meaning 1s, when 
he ſaith, That the Saizts are not invocated at the Sacrifice ; meaning no other, 
(lay yon) but the Sacrifice of the Maſs, which you hope the Reader will mark 
for 8. ma 71 un - wherein you betray moſt egregious ignorance or fraud, 
if you either ſuppoſe the Chri/tians called nothing elle a Sacrifice at that 
time, but what you now call the Maff, or that they did it inthe ſame re- 
IpeCt that you do now. A Sacrifice of Prayer and Praiſe indeed they had, 
and a Commemoration of Chriſts Sacrifice in the Lords Supper, but no ſuch 
thing as a proprtiatory Sacrifice for the living and the dead; and I pray mark 
this for your own ſake. But for our better underſtanding S. 4»//rz”s mean- 
ing, we muſt conſider that he is there comparing the hozours which the 
Heathens gave to their Heroes, with thoſe which the Chriſtians give to the 
Martyrs. They, faith he, ts thoſe Goas of theirs, build Temples, eretft Altars, 
appoint Prieſts, and offer Sacrifices; but we do not build any Temples to the Mar- 
tyrs as to gods, but raiſe Sepulchres as to dead men, whoſe ſpirits lrve with God ; 
neither do we build Altars, at which we may ſacrifice to the Martyrs, bat we offcy 
»p2 Sacrifice only to the God of the Martyrs, and of us; at which Sacrifice, faith 
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he, 4s holy mien of God, who through their confeſſion of hins have overcome the 
world, they are named in their place and order, but are not invocated by the 


Prieſt, who offers ap the Sacrifice. Two things may here be underſtood by 


the S1crifice, either the anniverſary Sacrifice of praiſe to God, on the day of 
their Natalitia or Martyrdoms ; or elle the celebration of the Euchariſt, which 
was wont to be done at the memorie Martyrum chiefly upon that anniver- 
ſary dry. Now there are many reaſons to incline me to think that St. Auſtin 
doth not ſpeak of any ordinary celebration of the Euchariſt, but of that an- 
niverſary /el-wnity, which was went to be kept at the tombs of the Mar- 
tyrs on the day of their /#frings, Chiefly becauſe S. Auſtin is here paral- 
leling the hozo:rs of the Martyrs, with thoſe of the Heathes Heroes ; and 

theretorc it was reaſon he ſhould ſpeak of the greateſt ſo/:-znities which 
were uſed for them. Now it is certain that there were ſuch azniver/ary 
dayes then kept (by many paſlages of thoſe times, and ſomewhat before 
them ) eſpecially in the African Churches; and at theſe they offered up 
ſolemn prayers and praiſes to, God, Both which are clear from this paſſage 
of S. Cyprian, Sacrificia pro 1ts ſemper ut meminiſtis offerimiss, quoties Mar- 

tyrum paſſiones & dies anniverſaria Commemoratione celebramns : Where we 
tindan anniverſary Commemoration and Sacrifices offered at them. What 
theſe Szcrrfices were, Rigaltius in his Obſervations on that place tells us ; 
Chriſtian, {auch he, ſacris anniverſarits, laudes Deo dicunt, commemoratis eorum 
nomimibus qui pro fide Chriſto dicta Martyriums fortiter obierunt. So that the 
Sacrifice was a Sacrifice of praiſe to God 1n behalf of the Martyrs. At which 
they had their Orationm Sacrificia tOO, as Tertullian calls them, who faith, 
Under the Goſpel the pure Sacrifice is Prayer to God ; and that the ſinner being 
cleanſed, ought to offer to God, munus apud Templum, orationem ſcil. & 
gratiarum aCtionem apud Eccleſiam per ſeſum Chriftum Catholicum Pa- 
tris Sacerdotem, 4a Sacrifice iz his Temple, viz. prayer and praiſe in his Church 
throuzh Teſs Chrift the Catholick High Prieſt of his Father. Hence S. Cypri- 
an, Quando 1a Sacrificits precerm cum pluribus facimus, which Rigaltius explains 
by the publick prayers, which the Prieſt made for the people, and underſtands it 
wholly of the Sacrifices of prayers. Sothat theſe ſolemn thankſgivings to God 
in behalf of the Martyrs, and the prayers which were made for others, are 
thole $cr:fices which did belong to theſe anniverſary ſolemmnities, Oblationes 
pro defunitis, pro natalitiis annua die facimus. Thole oblationes pro natalitiis, 
were norhing elſe but theſe ſolemn Euchariſtical Szcrifices in behalf of the 

Martyrs ſufferinzs, which were called their NVatalitia. Now to apply this 
to S. Auſtin: among the honours belonging tothe Martyrs, he mentions the 
Sacrifice which was offered to God in Commemoration of them, and, What 

can this be other than on that anziver/ary ſolemnity which Tertullian and 

Cyprian mention, that was daly kept on that account -? Now at this Sacr#- 
fice, ſaith he, they are named in their order, but not invocated, Which be- 
ing underſtood of the anniverſary day, and of the Sacrifices of prayers and 

pra:ſ-s, nothing can be more exprels againſt [vocation of Saints, than this 
place is. For, if ever they were ſolemnly /zvocared, it certainly would be 

on the day of the great ſolemnity for them; and if then all prayers and 

praiſes were looked on as clueonly to Goa, as Sacrifices belonging to him, 
then it cannot but be a robbing God of his hoz9»r, to offer up either prayers 

or praiſ.s to any but himſelf, But, becauſe it was the cuſtom at thoſe ſo- 

lemnities, to have the Exchariſt adminiſtred, and that S. Auſtiz afterwards 

mentions this, TI ſhall.not exclude the Euchirift here, yet that Sacrifice 

may {till comprehend all the /applications which. were then uſed ; and it 

the Sits were not /vocated then, we have reaſon to conclude they were 

not at all. For the Commemoration of the Martyrs was made after the 

Ite, miſſaeft, and the Catechumens were departed ; {o that there "_ | 96 
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{uch occaſion for their Invocation at any other time, as then. So that 
if there were no [zvocation of them at the Scrifice, much leſs was there 
out of it ; ſince all the ſo/emnrres concerning the Martyrs were uſed in the 
time of Celebration, Thus we ſee, this place of S. Arftiz is full and clear 
againſt [avocation of Saints, and we muſt now enquire into what he faith 
cliewhere. Only we take notice here, that S. A»/t:a not only appropriates 
S$:cifiresas a thing peculiar to Gog,but Texples and 4/tars too. And that S4- 
crifice wiuch was then appropriated to God, was not a propitiatory Sacrifice, 
but Ezchariſtical and ſupplicatery ; and by conſequence, 1t Sacrifice only be- 
longs:to God, then all 7 haniſerving and Inwocation doth too. For both thole, 
we ſee, were comprehenged by the Africa Fathers under the notion of Sa- 
crifice. | | | 
We procced now to enquire, what S. Aziz ſaith elfewhere ; Mherher 
he doth any where elſe allow Invocation as die to Saiats ? For which we muſt 
conſider that S. Aftiz every where appropriates all acts of Re//270z only to 
God ; for he expreliy ſaith, That we u(t ouly ask of God that good which we hope 
to dy; that God alone muſt be ſerved by the ſoul, becauſe he alone is the Creator 
of it + and that every glorified rational creature, is only to be loved and imita- 
tid; that we onzht not to apply our Religion to yield fervice to the diad ; that 
they miſt be honoured for imitation, not worſhipped for Re!1950n. That Re- 
{i9750n is nothing elſe but the Worſhip of God, and thirefore we ought not to con- 
eerate eur ſelves to any thing elſe, by any Religions ritrs, Th:t thoſe who have 
20% to Anols inftead of God, have falien into many illuſions, and arceitfhl fancies. 
Now is it conceivable, that a perſon conſtant to himſelf, ſhould ſo often, and 
on {uc'1 goo. grounds aſlert, that all As of Re/i2:0z belong only to God, and 
yet *vithal aſcrike religious Iavocetion as dueeither to Szizts or 4:;-cs? But 
we mult further conſider, that the ground of S. 4/7/x's ciſtinguiſting be- 
tween AzJeca and Awda,wvas not toaflert difierent degrees of re/i2ioms worſhip, 
but to make diferent kinds of -07/þ7p of thoſe two ; the one being properly 
relioious worſhip, the other only cultns dileftionis & ſocietatis, as he calls it, 
a worſhip oaly of love a74 reſpect. So that we quarrel not with the diftinti- 
on it ſelf, but with your miſapplying it. For S. Auſtin plainly makes the 
»c2our given to Saints departed, to be of the ſame nature 
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with the more confidence, after they have overcome. But 
fill adds, That all religions worſhip is proper only to God. The only dithcul- 
ty then is, What is to be underitood by thoſe other paſſages you produce 
out of him. Andthis we have gained already, that they cannot be under- 
itood of any rel/2ious worſhip, without an apparent contradiction. Your 
firſt Citation is, 7 h.ut the commemoration of Martyrs at the Holy T able, is not 
that we ſhould pray for them, but rather that th:y ſhonld pray for ws. To the 
ſame purpole the ſecond is, 7 hat it is an injury to pray for a Martyr, to whoſe 
BIAVEYS We OHY /+ lies onght to be recommended. The only things which Call 
be drawn from henceare, that the Martyrs do pray tor the Church on carth, 
and that we ought to recommend our lelves to their prayers: But whar 
15 this toan Invocation of them, when it doth not ſo much as uwnply a t- 
ret delire of themto pray for us? When rhis recommending our ſelves 
tg rhe prayers of the Martyrs, 1s probably underſtood of nothing clfe, but 
a defire that God would hear the Pr avers which the S:/zts in Hcoaten (0 
make on our behalf, without any addreſs to the Mart;rs themſelves, that 
hey would pray for us. Which ſcems very unreaſonable, witlt.::' good 


aſſurance that they did hear or underſtand thoſe requelts of +: : ture 
whichare made tothem. Tr is not theretore the ſaying thit © + a8 
ray for us, Which makes 1t either lawful or profitable tor 11 1 Me 
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For ſince they aſcribe that ho#2-7 as alone due to God, ſo ought we to do 
too; and I can hardly ſee how the very praying to Szizts to pray for us, 
b-ing performe1 wit all ch. rites of jo/--2#2 and Religions Invocation, can 
be excuſed from attrib iciog that 50n0vr to the creature which is due only to 
the Creator. And thereiore I cannot but wonder at thole who would 
make this only of the ſame n:ture, with our deſiring Flo »-Chriſtians to 
pray for us. For is:here no difterence between a mans intreating a Conr- 
fer to preſent his Petition to tie Kr, and his falling do'vn on his Kyxes 
to him with all the ceremony dite t5 the X72» hinſelt ; and then pur it off, 
with ſaying, that inall chat, he only deſired hi.n to ſue to his Mrj-/tv in 
his behalf? Although cherefore we condemn not the ſolemn Do to 
GoZ?, nor only to hea: the prayers of the ©hirch 1111:tant, bt of that part of 
it which is tr: 1277 11 behalt of rhe other in Gezeya/; yetthis falls far 
ſhort of ſolemn 44r-ſ]. s in places of D:via2 worſhin, and in Swcred effic: s to 
the Sits, thit they woald pray for us. This 1s it, which as to that you 
call virtual Iavocat'977, you ſho.ild have proved out of S. 4»f-x; and yet 
even that falls much {ſhort o! that d4ir-# and formal Invocation which is both 
uſed and allowed in the © 4 :rch of Rozze. Bur you offer at a further proof 


of a direCt )r« pro nb: 10 S. Avſt'n. For (ay you) S. Auſtin doth profeff ne civit. wei, 


it to bz th: Gen:rl cuſtom of Chr'ſt:1ns in therr recommending th-mſ ves to the 
S:ints, to ſay, Me nor eſto noltrf ; which [irely no man will contend to ſirnifie 
tes than ora pro nohis. I grant, it fiznifies as much where S. 4 /#-z uſes 
it ; but if you had conſulted che place,you might eafly have ſeen howv whol- 
ly i npertinent it 15 to your pare For S. A«/t:z {peaks not at all there 
of S:ints de arte, bat of them /ivizz; and rhat ir was a common thing 
among Chriſtians tolay toany one of them Mrmor eſto m4, Remember me in 


your p avers ; wich appears by the whole ſcope of that Ch:prer, where he: 


ſpcaks of giving 4/s, and the etett of them on thoſe who received then 
in making them mindful of them. Ir cannot be tenyed, bit ſome of rhem 
di 1 uſe ſuch expreſſions to thoſe who were near their Mart» 44 ; but ſtill 
this only ſhews the req teſting it of them, when they were ſure they heard 
them ; but it proves not any folemn Invocetrons of them when they were 
dead. Bur if we ſho 1d grant, that there are expre Tioos intimaring a d-ſire 
that Sr/zts in Heaven ihou'd pray tor then, which is the urmot you can 
mike of che ciration out of che $ r-29 on S. Sr-phi ( which with the reft 
d- Sin is vehemen ly { {peed and the other on /2b is co interfeir) yet 
there is a great deal of difference ro be put between ſuch a calling upon M:r- 
tyrs (of whom only S_ 4+/t-» ſpeaks)out of a deſire of their prayers; and a ſo- 
lemn and diceCt praying to them 1n the molt Szr-d offi 5 and p:blick devo- 
tions: which is uſed and approved in your Ch+rch. For whatever there might 
be of private d-wotion (not to call it ſuperſ#-tion)) this way 11 S. Arſftix?s 
time, in defiring the pr2y-rs of depart: d Saiuts who.n they could have no 
ground at all ro believe they heard them ; yer you can bring no evidence of 
any »ſe of this in the pb! ch rffi:-5 of the Church, much le's of thar diret 
Invocation, which we moſt of all charge your Chyrch with. Thar then 
which began in meer hyp1h-ticil addre"es, went ſomewhat further, when 
they began to grow more conhident that in ſome extraordinary way or other 
the S:1izts hexrd them ; but ſtill this kept it ſelf wichin the bounds of the 
cultas dileFionis & ſoctetatis, that r- ſoot which arole from Lowe a4 Commu- 
i»; but it was a good while after before it ontained a place in the p1blick 
Offi:es, and.yet longer, before it came to thar height of R-/o40v5 Invorati- 
on, Which is more pra*tiſed than leaded for in the Chih of Rome. For 
although great ende1vours be uſed ro {inooth over theſe groſs abuſes with 
fair diſtinttions, of rel tv2 141 15 (late, dir-ft and 14d frect nmovſhip ; ver the 
general praCtice is uncapable of being palated by thele narrow coverings, 
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there being the moſt formal and arrect Invorations uled to Saints for ſpiri- 
tual and remporal bleſſings. Which being allowed of in common pra- 
ticeand the molt ſacred Offices, can never be exculed from as great 1404 
try as the Heatliens were guilty of, in the worſhip of their I»/er:our Deities. 
1 conclude this theretore with that of Spalatenſrs, Religious Invocation of 
Sunts is Heathearſm; and meer civil Invocation of them, though not ſo bad, 
is yet 4.:y2crou, And therefore M/:cel-us juſtly faich, That the Invocation of 
Stints, ts to be caſt out of the Charch, becanſe it aſcribes Gods howour and attr;- 
b::t:s to his creatures, and derogates from the office and glory of Chriſt by makiag 
Sunts, Mediators and Interceſſors. 

Which is that we now co ne to conſider. For, as his Lordſhip faith, 
When th: Charch prayed to God for any thing, ſhe defired to be heard for the mey- 
cies and tho merits of Chriſt, and not for the merits of any Saints whatſoever. For 
I much do:1ht, this were to make the Saints more than Mediators of Tnterceſſjon, 
wh:ch is all that you will ackno-vledoe you allow to the Saints, For 1 pray, ts not 
by the Merits more than by th: Interc:fſion * Did not Chriſt redeem us by his me- 
rits* And if God muff hear our prayers for the merits of the Saints, how much 
fell they ſhort of ſharers in the mediation of Redemption ? Such prayers 8 theſe 
the Church of Rome makes at this day, and they jland (not without great [caudal 
to Chriſt awd Chriſttanity) nſed and authorized to be uſed in the Mſſal. Tothis 
you Anſwer in two things. 1. That ſuch prayers as th ſi, are uſed in Secri- 
pture. 2. That they are no deregation to th: merits of Chriſt, For the firſt, 
you ſay, yolomon, Pal. 132. prays to God to hear him, in effett for the me- 
rits of his Fath:'r David deceaſed, when he ſaith, Memento, Domine, David 
& omnis manſuerudinis ejus, Lerd remember David and all his meekneſf, exc. 
This (yon ſay) cannot be underſtood of Gods Conrmant and promiſe made to 
David ( 5 Proteſt.:nts wain!y pretend ) but of Davids prety and wertue by 
which he w. acceptable to God. For which reaſon he adds again, For thy ſer- 
vant Davids ſake turn not away the face of thine Anointed. ' he like w.ts done 
by I2aniel, Moles, Hieremias ad other Prophets praving unto God, and d:ſi- 
1187 their petitions might be heard for Abraham, for Iſaac, for Iſraels /ate, 
and for th: ſakes of other Holy men, who had lrved before, and been in ther 
times perſons acceptable to God. And tor this you quote St. 4*/t:;n and Chry- 
/ojtome. So far you have very fairly rendred Bellarmin exattly in Enulih. 
Bur weare yet toſeck, Why all thoſe expreſſions in Scr/pture are not to be 
underſtood of the Covenant and Prom:ſe God made with thoſe perſons who 
are mentioned by you. For it 1s conſiderable, ther _ inſtance in none 
but ſuch whom God had made an expreſs Coveaart with, as with the Patrz- 
archs, and with Davida. But fince you ſay, 'T hat this Auſver hath not the 
leaſt 2r01n4 from the Text, therein you out do B«larmin, and ſpeak that 
which the Text evidently contradicts you in. For P/al. 132.11. next 
after thoſe very words, For thy ſervant David's ſake ; 1t follows, '{ he Lord 
hath ſworn in truth unto David ; and, inthe following verſe, the Covenant 
God made with David 1s mentioned. 1/ thy Children will keep my Cov. nint and 
my Teflimony that 7 ſhall teach them, their Children al'o ſhall ſit pon thy throne 
for evermore. You had then much conſulted the Text when you ſay, 
{his expoſition had not the leaſt ground from 1t ; tor that ſpeaks expre (ly of the 
Promfe and Covenant which Gol made with David. And what you add to 
the rext, of Davids pirty and vertine, we may more jultly ſay, hath not the 
le:rft 10474 from it. Forthe word doth nor lignhc meetneſs bur affl-.on, 
and rherefore Aquzl: renders It xax-xics, Syymuhys xexcrwos, and ſome old 
(Copies Tamudrus, all reterring not to Divas merits, but to his ſufferings, 
And it is not improbably conceived by ſome, that this P/a/m is not of So- 
[112945 penning, but of Lawids ; and that atthe time when the Art was to 
be brought back from the Horſe of Obed Edom to Flieraſalem. And in - 
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thoſe other places of S:ripzure mention?d, referring to Abraham; Iſaac, and 
Facob ;, the Scriptare 1s very plain, that they are ro be underitood of the 
Covenant God made with them: As appears by the very words of Moſes, 
Remember Abraham, Iſaac, and Ifrael thy ſervants, to whom thou ſwareſt by 
thine own ſelf, 8c. And God himſelf ſpeaks often of his remembring his Co- 
venant which he made with Abraham, Tſaac, azd Jacob ; and that is the ground 
why the Prophets afterwards plead the remembrance of thoſe perſons, be- 
cauſe the Covenant made with them was the foundation of all thoſe bleſſings 
which the Chr/dren of 1/rael/ expetted afterwards. The utmoſt rhat can be 
made of St. Augnſtins teſtimony is, That God may ſometimes ſhew favour to 
a people that hath deferved ill at this hands for the ſake of ſuch. as pray for them ; 
as he didcothe people of 1/7a/ tor the ſake of 1oſes. And all rhat St. Chryſo- 
ſftom ſaith, is, That God may ſhew mercy to wicked men for the ſake of their righ- 
Seous Amceſtors who are dead. But this is no no more than he hath promiſed, 
That he will ſhew mercy to them that love him ro the third and fourth 
Generation. But there is a great deal of difterence to be made between the 
expreſſions of Gods bounty and the Forndation of our prayers; which ought 
to be only a promſe of God, And in this caſe we deny it not tobe law- 
ful, to pray that God would rememter his promiſe: but that is a quite 
different thing from prayizg that we may receive bleſſings through the 
merits of the $izts in Heaven. So that it cannot be hence concluded, that 
"tis no unwarrantable thing to pray that God would hear us for the 2erits 
of the Sets. 
Bur this will be further explained now we come to fee; how you vindi- 
cate this from being any derogation tothe zzerits of Chriſt. We believe, lay 
you, ard coxfefs that Chriſt alone is our Redeemer ; and that he, and none but he, 
by the juſt price of his moſt precious blood, hath paid our ranſome, and fully ſatic> 
fied the juſtice of God for our fins : all that we deſire of the Saints, either when we 
mention their merits to God, or ſimply beg their Interceſſion with God for us, 1s 
only, that they would joix with us in prayer to God, and that God would be pleaſed 
for their ſakes, whoſe works were ſo grateful to him; to beſtow o1i us the favours we 
ak, When thingsare ſo odious in the praQtice of them, that they cauſe 
all perſons of any ingenuity among your ſelves to cry out upon them, then 
your Arts are, Toletthe ſame practices continue (till, but to tind out ſome 
plauſible pretext to colour them over with. As it is here inthe buſineſs of 
praying to Saizts, and making them thereby to be Mediators betweeh God 
and us ; which implying ſo great diſhonour to the all-ſufficiency of the 
Merits and Interceſfion of Chriſt, you are fain to find out the faireſt excuſes 
ou can make tor it, although the practices {till continue which overthrow 
all the diftintions you uſe. Thus it is plain, that direc and formal prayers 
in your Charch are made to Saints; but, you ſay, theſe are only to iutreat 
them: to pray for us : You pray exprelly ( as his Lordfhip tells you) That 
God by the merits aud prayers of Saints would deliver you from the fire of Hell; 
that you may obtain the glory of eternity by their merits; and that God would 
abſolve you from yorr ſins by their intercedine merits: and yet for all this, 
you would have us believe , thar you ofter no derogation at all to the 
Merits and Interceffionof Chrift. Bur is it not the great honour of Chri/t 
that his Merits arid Interceſſion alone are all-/afficient to procure all ſpiritual 
bleſſines for us? And ean any ſpiritual bleſſings be greater than deliverance 
from het, eternal glory, and the forgiveneſsof fins? And when you pray 
for all thefe through the Merits of the Saizrs, how can you poſſibly more 
difparage the all ſufficiency of the Merits of Chriſt ? For, if thoſe be ſuffici- 
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ent what need any more? Will God grant that for the Merizs of the Saizrs, 


which he would not do for the [zterce//fon of Chrift? Or, do we want the 
Merits of the Saints to apply the Merits of Chriſt? but ſtill ſomethin 
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of weakneſs and defe& muſt be implyed in them, if ſome further acldiri- 
onal Merits be wanting tor the application of the former. If a Prince 
ſhould declare to ſome of his Fathers Subjects, that he would ſatisfie his 
Fathers diſpleaſure, and intercepe for them that they ſhould have an abſo- 
lute pardon ; Would it not arg 1ea diſtruit of the Prizces Intereſt to ſolli- 
Cite ſome Iyferrour Attendants to intreat the Kzz2 to pardon them for their 


ſakes? And it is herea plain caſe, whatever you pretend, that you do not 


only pray that the Sa7zts would joyn in prayer to God with you, but you run 
to them for help ad aſſiſtance, 1n order to the obtaining the greateſt ſpiritual 
bleſſings from God. For ſo the Conn! of { rent exprelly defines, 7 hat vt 
is not only good and profitable to Invocate the Saints, but ob beneficta impetrand 
a Deo per Chriſtum ad eorum or ationes, opem auxiliumgne confuoere; for the 
obtaining of bleſſings from God through Chriſt, we ought to fly ro rhoir pravers, 
help and aſſiſtance. If nothing elle were meant, but only that the Szizts 
ſhould pray for us, What means h-{p and af/i/fanre mentioned as diſtin} 
from their prayers? And the Rowan Catech;ſm more fill y delivers it 
( which was publiſhed by order of the Conn of Trent) vic. That Saints 
are not only tobe invocated, becauſe of their prayers to God, b:t becauſe God 
beſtows many bleſſings oz us, corum merito & gratia, by their merits aud f1- 
VORY , and after adds, Rogati & PECCAF OY 1792 VERLAIR impetrabunt, CF concilia- 
Bunt nobis Dei gratiam; Bing asked, they will obtain the pardon of ſin, and 
procure for us the favour of God, And, What can be more ſaid concerning 
Chriſt himſelf? Although therefore you ſay never ſo much, That your pray- 
ers are made to the Saints through the merits of Chriſt, and that you conclude 
all wo) wat ju Chriſtum Dominum noſirum ; yet all this cannot clear you 
from offering the greateſt diſhonour to the merits and interceſſion of Chriſt, 
ſince it is plain you rely on the'Sz:nts merits, in order to the obtaining the 
Bleſſings you pray for. But, lay you, 1f the Sarnts being rewarded in Heaven 


for their merits, be not injuriaus to the fulnefs of Chriſts merits, Why ſhould 


their being heard by virtue of thoſe m:rits, when they pray to God for us throuzh 
Chriſt, or our deſire that they may be heaxd for them, be thought injurious to 
Chriſts merits? To which I anſwer, Thoſe merits which you and; in 
Saints, when they are rewarded in Heaven, have either an equal proporti- 
on with the reward they receive, or not ? It not, then they ceaſe to be me- 
rits, and the giving the reward, (though an act of Juſtice, the Promite ſup- 
poſed) yet in it ſelt is wholly an act of Grace and Favonr; if they have, 
then the full recompence is received by that reward, and nothing further 
can be obtained for others on their account. But in the ſenſe it is to be ſul: 
peCed you take merits in, we as well aſſert, that the proportioning the 
reward 1n Heaven to the ers of Saints, 15 injurious to the fir/n:ſs of Chriſfts 
merits, as their obtaining mercies for others by reaſon of them. Oaly 
this latter adds to the diſhonour, in that there is not only ſuppoſed a propo;- 
tion between Heaven and them ; but, as thongh that were not enough, a 


. further efficacy 1s attributed to them, tor obtaining »2erc7vs for others too. 


His Lordſhip therefore does not go about to pervert the ſenſe of the prayers 


: uſed in your Miſſa! ; but the plain words and ſenſe of them evidently 


ſhew, how contrary they are to Chrittian Dottrine and Piety. Bar- 
mir's laying, that the S4/mts may in ſome ſenſe be called our Redeem rs, 
cannot be vindicated: by that ſaying of S. Paul, That h' became all rhinos 
to all men, that he might ſave ſome , becauſe ſalvation reſpects the effect of 


| Chrifts d:ath, the promotion of which may in ſome ſenſe be attributed to 


the-In/?ruments of it, ſuch as S. Paul was here on Earth; but Redemption 
reſpeQs the merits by which that effect was obtained, and ſa belongs whol- 


: Iyto Chrift, and cannot be attributed to any Sts, cither in Earth or Hea- 
' ven. When you can prove that any ſubordinate Lo/framents of Gods Power 


are 
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are called Numina, you may then excuſe Be/{armir for calling the Saints 
{o; burthat is ſo incongruous a ſenſe of the word, that it needs no con- 
tutation. 

We are now come to the /a/f Erronr, which his Lordſhip here charges 
your pretended Gezer,/ Conneils with, which is, concerning Adoration of 
Imazes. Of which, his Lordſhip ſays, That the Ancient Church knew it wot. 
And the Modern Ch: 5, Rome 7s t00 like to Paganiſm, in ihe practice of it ; 
and driven to ſcarce iatelli»1ble ſubtilties in her ſervants writings that defend 
it. And this, without cy care had of millions of ſouls, unable to underſtand 
her ſubtilties, or (ua her practice. Here you ſay, The Biſhop is very bitter ; 
but no mor? than the nature of the thing required. All the Anſwer you 
return to this, lyes in thele things. x. [hat the Church of Rome teaches as- 
thing concerning the Worjhip of Imazes, but what the ſecond Council of Nice did 
nine hundred years ago; which is, that they muſt be had in Veneration, and due 
Revereace, but not have Lruine W orſhip given to them. 2. That Images were 
in common Uſe and Veneration t20, among Chriſtians in the Ancient Church. 
3. That what abuſes are crept /n, are aot to be imputed to the Church, but to par- 
ticular perſons. This 1s the ſubſtance of what you ſay to theend of the Chap- 
tcr ; as to which a brief Anſwer will ſuffice, becauſe I deſign not a full 
handling the Queſtion of the worſhip of [mazes. If that which you ſay in 
the fir/? place, be true, it doth the more prove that which his Lordſhip in- 
tends, v/z. that not oe barely, but #wo of thoſe you own tobe Gezeral Conn- 
cils, have erred in this particular. If either thoſe Concils, or you, had in- 
tended to have dealt fairly and honeſtly with the world, they and you 
ſhould have declared, what that Vexeration and Reverenceis, which is due 
to Images ; What difference you put between that, and the Wo-ſhip due to 
God ; and, Whether the ſame pretences and excuſes would not as well 
have juſtified the Pagan Idolatries ? For this was it which his Lordſhip 
charged you with, that you came too near Pazaiſ92 in your practice. But 
as to this you anſwer nothing, but that if you do, ſo did the Council of Vice 
too : But, Is that a ſufficient excuſe for you ? It 1s well enough known, 
What kind of Council that was ; How much it was oppoled by rhe S$y--94 of 
Frankford, How many perſons both in the Eafterz and 1M::r Churches, 
declared themſelves againſt the Doc#rie of it ? Bur, Whata pitiful plea is 
it for you to lay, hat the Council of Trent had ſilenced all cal:inanies, by lay- 
ins, I hat you attribute ao Divinity to the Images, but oaly worſhip them ith ſuch 
hononr and reverence as is due to them? Would not any conſiderate Heathens 
have ſaid as much as this is ? But, the Queſtion is, Whether that /7-z7-rat#- 
07 of them which is uſed by you towards Images, be dre to them, or no ? 
This you ſhould have undertaken, and ſet the diſtint //-z/ts berween the 
worſh:p due to God, and that which is given to theſe. You ſhould have 
proved, that this 15 no prohibited way of worſh7p ; for, it it be, itcanin no 
{cnſcbe due to them. For, ſince God may determine the des of his own 
worſhip, what he hath forb:ddex in his ſervice, becomes uzlawful ; and, 1o 
long as that command continues 1n force, allatts of worſhip contrary to it, 
are a »o{i7ive kind of Idolatry. For, as there 1s a kind of Natural Idolatry ly- 
ing in the worſhip of falſe Gods inſtead of the 7rxe ;1o there is that which may 
be called Poſitive Tdolatry, which is a worſhipping God ina way or manner 
which he hath forb:d4dev. From whence the 1/rae/rtes in the Golden Calf, and 
the Tex Tribes in the worſhip of the Calves at Danand Bethel, ate charged 
with /dv/atry, although they acknowledged the true God, and deſigned that 
for a Relative worſhip to him. If it were fo then, you ſhould have ſhewed us, 
How it comes to be otherwiſe now ? Where it was, God revealed the ſecond 
Commandment ? or, What there was in1t typical and ceremonial, that it muſt 


ccaſe to oblige at Chriſ”s coming ? or, What Reaſons it was built on, which 
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were only proper to the Jews, and cannot extend to the Chriſ?:175 too ? 


and, Why Relative Worſhip, and the helps for zz:1-077 and d:wotion would 


not as well have juſtified the ule and worſhip of [»2es, before Chriſt as 
after ? And why the fame reaſons trom the danger of [19/4try, low con- 
ceptions of God ( and what other reaſons you will give of that prohibition 
then) may not hold as well {till ? Theſe, and many other things, if 
you would have vindicated the prattice of your Chrch, you ought to have 
inſiſted on. But fince you omit them wholly, and think to put us off 
with repeating the decree of the Council of 1 rwt, you only ſhew the weak- 
neſs of your cauſe, and of rhoſc unintelligible ſubtilties which are uſed to 
defend ir. 

To what his Lordſhip ſaith, Thar, iz Optatus his time, the Chriſtians 
were much troubled upon but a falſe reporr, that an Image wes to be placed upon 
the Altar ; What world they hawe aozwr, if Adoration had b:en commanatcd ? 
You anſwer, 7 hat it was either ſome Idol, or common Imaze of a Mn, or of 
the Emperonr, or the Governonr of the Province, or ſomerhing or other, but 
you cannot tell whar. Burt if it had been any of all theſe, how eafie had 
it been for them to have vindicated rhemfelves by ſaying, That if it had 
been the Image of Chriſt, or ſome Saint, they would then have worſhipped 
it, bur they could not otherwiſe ? But we ſce, it was not becauſe it was 
{uch or ſuch an I»aze, that the diſpleaſure was taken, but that it was ay 
at all ; and this was then juſtly looked on as a ſtrange thing, being fo con- 
trary to the praftice of the Chriſtian Church, from Chri/s time till that. 
This you deny, and [: ay, That the Images of Chriſt and the Saints were in com- 
mon uſe and veutration too, amon? ft Chriſtians in the Ancient Churcy, How 
is it poſſible to deal with you, that dare with ſo much confidence obtrude 
ſuch notorious falſities upon the world ? There being ſcarce any thing ima- 
ginable, in which there are more expreſs teltimonies for ſo many ages to- 
gether than againſt the uſe or veneration of [z-2zes in the Ancient Church. 
With what ſcorn and contempt do the Primrive Chriſtizies rejett the ule 
of Images, and that not in regard of an b/o/rte, but a relative Worſhip ? 
If you had read the diſcourſes of the Chr:/t:azs in the Primitive times, ſuch as 
Clemens Alexandrinum,Oricen againlt Celſs,l ertullian, Minutins Felix, Arnobi- 
1, Lattantins, Athanaſins, Euſebius, S. Auguſtin where they diſpute againſt 
the He athens, not meerly for worſhipping 1497s, but tor any worſhip of 
Imazes, though meerly as they are ſ/2xs or /ymbols of the proper objetts of 
worſhip, you could not poſſibly have uttered ſo grols a talſhood as thar 
foregoing, unleſs you were relolved to offer violence to your conſcience in 
it. If youthinkthe Conzcr/of [rt brings oft all this by ſaying, Mea m1ft 
not believe there ts any Divinity in Images, and ther it was the worſhio which 
aroſe from ſuch an apprehenſion which the Farhers diſputed ag2inſt; I af- 
ſure you, you are greatly deceived. For there 1s no ſuch difference be- 
tween the Heathens apprehenfions, and yours, as to the worſhip of [-aves, 
as you imagine. Who ts ſuch a foo!, faith Celfrrs, to think thit theſe are gods, 
and not the bare Imaves of thrm? To are greatly miſtihen (lanh the 7leathcn 
in Araobires) if y0u think that we worſhip the Imaves for nods, aun ie worth! 
the oods by ad thronoh them : and theretore ſaith, / hat rhe Aroiewts were 
not ionorant that the Inaves had neither ſenſe nor divinity in thim, but oly 
that the rude and ionorant people wanted ſuch thinns to put them in prind of the 
gods, What is there more than this, that you have to plead for the T/* of 
them ? Nor ipſa timemus ſimnlachra ( lay the Hearhens in Lattantin) ſed es 
ad quorum imaoinem fitta, & quorum nominibus conſecrata ſunt; We woifhip 
not the Images, but them to whom they are conſecrated ; which in your lan- 
guage 1s, 7 hey give them not ax abſolute, but a relative Worſhip, Nec f1- 
mulachrum nec Dxmonium colo, ſed per effigiem corporalem ejus ret 
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ſignum intneor, quam colere debeo, faith the Heathen in S. Anguſtia ; 1 
peither worſhip 1h. Inage, nor the Damon in it, but only by that viſible repre- 
ſeatation, I an put 1 mind of that which I ouaht to worſhip. It you ſav, This 
ws 20t the common {eaſe of them, but only ſome more ſubtle mea aſſerted this, 
becauſe thy could nt defend their groſs Idolitries otherwiſe , the very lame is 
moſt true of your ſelves; your diſtinctions are ſuch which the people are 
not capable of in te 9ſþ7p they give; and they only ſerve to anlwertl le, 
whodiſlice {o valpable an imitation of Hearhezrſy:, as is in the worihip of 
Images. And it will be hard to find that any H-ath-z; had any higher 
thoughts of their [122g «, or uſed greater aQts of worſhip towards them, 
than t:ze people of your Church do. For, Are not miraculous operations 
among you alcrived to Images of Saints? And what greater teſtimony of 
D: 1#:ty can be ſunpoſed in them? Do not they fall down in the mot 
devout manner to them, and make the moſt formal addreſſes before them ? 
and rhat not mcerly wiiha reſpect to whar is repreſented, but with a wor- 
ſhip belonging to che [-:azes the.nlelves? And, What more than this did 
ever tlie Heath; do? So that thole Fathers who ſo much condemned that 
uſe and wexcration of Imazes which was among the H-athens, muſt needs 
be underſtood to condema as much that in your Church too.” And thence 
Euſcbius alcribes the letting up the Stare at Paxexs to a Heathen cuſtom ; 
thence Epiphanins rent the vail at Anablatha, wherein the Inage of Chriſt, or 
ſome Saint, was drawn; thence the Council of Elvira in Spain, forbids the 
placing of pitfures in Churches, tft that which is worſhipped or adored, ſhould 
be painted oz walls ; thence S. Auguſtin cond:mms the worſhippers of pictures ; 
thence the very Art of Painting was condemned in the Ancient Church, as 
appears by Clemens Alexandrihns, and Tertullian; and after all this, Is it 
poſlible to believe what you ſay, viz. That Images were in common uſe and 
weneration tov in the Auctrat Church ? But {urely we ſhall have ſome evi- 
dent proof tor ſo bold an aſſertion : It were well if there were any thing 
looked like it. For all that you produce, is only hat iz Tertullian's ::ne, 
the Chriſtians were abuſcd with the nick-aame of Crucis Rel:gioſj ; and that 
in Chryſolton's t12e, the Croſs made a glorions ſhew upon th. Altar. And, 
Are not theſe invincible proofs for the vex*ration of Imaces in the Amrieat 
Church ? Bur, Why do you not as well ſay, The C/»:/#:245 worſhipped 
an Aſſes Head, the Sz, and Ononrch:tes, tor all thele are in the lame 
Chapter, and equally reckon'd among the falſe accuſarions of the * hbri/?-- 
ans, But it ſeems you had rather believe the Heatheas objettion, than the 
Chriſtiazs denial, whoſe Anſwer we tindexprels to the contrary in .3{:ant:- 
us Felix, Cruces nec colimus, nec optanns, we neither wiſh for, nor worſhip 
Croſſes; and '[ertulhan, in anſwer to the former cavil, faith, 20d coins 
A0s, Deus nuns e# 2 7 hat which we worſhip, is ouly God. They were then 
ſtrangers to any ſuch 4d-/t:utfions of worſhip as you have invented to anſwer 
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{uch places with, zz. rhar they did not worſhip them ab/o/:7ely, but rela- 


tively, And for all that I can perceive, by the ſame diſtintions you may 
prove that the Chriſtians did worſhip Demos and H-roes; tor, although 
they deny it never ſo much, I may as well ſay, they meant only by it, that 
they did not worſhip them with the 1/0;/9:p proper only to God, bur 
with an inferiour and yrelatzve MWorlhip, as you fay as much concerning 
Images ; by which Art you may evacec all d:xyals whatſoever. For your 
place of S. Chryſoftoms, the moſt that B1armty mate... of it is, 7m i his 
time the Crofi was woat to be painted in all places, 1) Utties, Hoyſ's, Chambers, 
Veſſels, not a word in him of A/tars, whic!: he would nc: have left our, 
had he found any ſuch thing in him, but you intended to cake care we 
ſhould not ſearch too tar, by not referring us to the #7:7702 of S. Chryſotom, 
which you, or your Author made uſe of, Bur, What is all this to the ve- 

neration 


Be! ir, a? 
In::s. Sarch. |. 
& 228, 


— now 0 ——— 
" _— —— — — —_—  —— ww __ _ 


——— - — — — — 


Of the Erronrs of pretended General Comncils. Part III, 


LI 


. 28, 


P. 258, 


—— CC ——— — ——— — 
<> 


#:ration of the Croſs, if we grant that it did make a glorious ſhew on the 
Altar ? Could it not make a glorious ſhew, unleſs they all fell down and 
worſhipped it? And, Can you think now, that theſe teltimonics are ſt. 
ficient againſt the whole {train of Antiquity, to p-rlwade men that the 
wemeration Of Images was uſed in the Ancient Church ? But you are men who 
canbelieve what you have a mind to; any word, clauſe, or impertinent 
allegation, thar doth but ſcem afar oft, tocaſtaneye towards you, is pre- 
ſently the corſet of all Aitiquity, when the moſt pregnant teſtimonies of 
the beſt Writers of rhe Church againſt you, are pill'd at, and ſcorned, or 
elſe el :ded wirh moit frivolous interpretations, or laſtly ſuſpe&ed without 
any ſhadow of reaſon. As ti'2 Epiltlc of Epiphanins, and the Canon of the 
El:berine Connell have been in chis preſent Controverſie. When you ſhall 
produce your o:her te/ttunonies, an Anſwer ſhall attend them; but you 
mult not think the ſtory of the 5:1tue at Paneas, which Euſchins attributes 
to a Heath:iſh (ſtorm ( belides the many 1mprobabilities in it) will ever 
perſwade us, that the Chr/?:2,5 did then worſhip Imzzzes. But it would 
now take up too much time to examine that particularly, with others of 
a lik: nature. What TI have ſaid already, being ſufficient togive an account 
of the ſen'e of the Primitive Church, as to this ſubjet, which is our pre- 
ſent buſineſs. 

We pats by the reſemblance between the Fez/ts at the Oratories of Mar- 
tyrs, and the Heathen Parentalia, becauſe you ſay now it ſeems wholly extirpated. 
And I would not charge you with more faults than you are guilty of, ſince 
you have enough without 1t. An evidence of which, is your diſcarding 
all perſons from your communion, who are not ſuc Bi79s, as tou mprove 


end 


all the abuſes and corruptions among you: Which ſufficiently appears by 


your cenſure of C aſſunder : Who ( you ſay ) ſeemed 19 many to halt between 
God and Baal ; and, although he was not actually excommunicate, yet you would 
hawe s believe he was meritoriouſly fo, becauſe he favoured Hereſie ſo much. 
By which weſec, that we mult not judge all of the Roman Communion, who 
profeſs themſelves to be of it; tor ſo Caſſazder did to his death. Bur, who- 
ever ofer to tind the leaſt fault with the practices or Doctrine of your 
Church, let them pretend never ſo much to be of it, yet they may be ex- 
communicate, ſiatenti juris ; and lonot only Caſſander, but Eraſmns, Eſpen- 
cens, Ferns, Barns, Picherellus, andall other perſons of reaſon and ingenui- 
ty among you, oght not to be looked on as perſors of your Communion, 
whatever their pretences be. Itleems your Church bears none but He#tors, 
and in a ſhort time none ſhall be accounted Papiſts, but Peſts: but it is 
hard to determine, Whether this diſcovers more the corrypt/0;7, or tyran- 
ay of your Church ; which loves her degeneracy ſo much, that@he pro- 
{cribes all who dare inthe leaſt to tell her of her /z/rs. Bur, How ca ſhe 
be found fault with, that takes ſuch excellrat cave to prevent all abuſes, as ap- 
pears by the caution of the Council of Trent, in the preſ-ar ciſr of vor worſhip 
of I:190s ? For, fay you, As to any matter of abuſe: 132- this kind, crept in 
amonnft the ignorant, we have already fhewn, how careſn! the Conncil of Trent 
ws 12 prevent and provide azainſt all inropventencits thit rould reaſonably be 
forcſrca or feared. So it leems, by the admirable Caurion uſed by the 
Co::cil to prevent giving undue Worſhip to I,a794s, by telling men, They 
1ſt only arve that which was due; when all rhe Queition was, What was 
44? and, What not ? So it ſeems, by the care nicd to inſtruct the peo- 
ple concerning the nature of Divine MWorjhip, and the danger of [49/:trp. 
SO It {cems, by the leaving out the {econd Commaizt1z32e41t 1 tne offar''s of tre- 
quent ſc, leſt the peoples conſciences {hould check chem, tor doing that 
which God had ſeverely prohibited. So it ſeems, by the vazarellioible ſubtil- 
17.5 Concerning the kind of that 1/or/b:p which 1s to be given to the Imre ; 
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Chap. Fil. Of the Errours of pretended General Councils; 


when yet 7 miſtake there, makesthe perſon who gives it, guilty of 1dola- 
try. 50 it {eems, by the continuance of the moit groſs ab»ſes in this nature 
ſﬆt: in your 75475, 1n this matterof Imagrs. Of which ſuch things are re- 
laied by 2ve-witneſſes, that the moſt groſs Heather Tdolatries were not more 


WW 


unreaſonabic, ablurd, and ridiculous, than they are. Andif people con- 


tinue ignorant, and ſottiſh enough, all is well ; but if with Caſſazder, they 
charge you with any corr=ptions, then they ſtand weeritorionſly excommunt 


cate - and it 15 well if they eſcape ſo; for, although Caſſander did, Father 


Barns did not. But, plead as long as you will for the care your Church hath 
taken to prevent all abuſes in the worſhipof Images; as long as the worſhip 
of 14205 continues, it is impoſſible to prevent the ab»ſcs 1n it 3 fince that 
152 preat a/c it ſelf, and gives occaſion to all others. For, the vindica- 
tion of your Doctrine depends. on ſuch Metaphyſical Niceties, which the 
minds of people are uncepable of ; and, however they may ſerve you in 
diſputation, are impoſhible po" reconciled with the practice of your Church, 
and the apprehentions of th#fe who yield the worſhip you allow to Images. 
And theretore it ts na wonderat all what Llamas relates of the Spaniſh peo- 
ple, that thy were ſo beſotted an their old worm-eaten Images, that when they 
were 10 have new ones in their rooms, they begg'd with tears to have their old 
ones ſtill. But, although you grant theſe people guilty of indiſcretion, yet by no 
means of Idolatry, becauſe they did not call them their gods. If you think none 
were Idolaters, but ſuch as did believe their Images to be gods; 1 doubt you 
may find the number of Athei/ts as great as that of 1dolaters in the old. 
Bur if we may gueſs at peoples appreherſions by their actions, theſeſeered 
as much to believe them to be gods, asany Heathens you can inſtance wn. 
Your vindication of: Llamas from ſaying, T hat the Images of Chriſt, and, the 
Stints, as they repreſent therr exemplars, have Deity or Divinity in them,z as 
it is undertaken ſomewhat fearfully, becauſe ( you lay ) you hope to clear his 
meaning, whatever his words ſeem to import ; 1o at laſt it ſtands -on the ſandy 


foundation of relative and abſolute Worſhip, which being taken away, that 


and your Images fall together. I conclude this ſubject with his Lordſhips 
wiſh; That men - 4 learning would not ſtrain their wits to ſpoil the truth, and 
Je. 


rent the Peace of the Church of Chriſt, by ſach dangerous, ſuch ſuperſtitions vant- 
ties. For better they are not, but they may be worſe : AndI fearare ſo. 
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CHAP. IV. 
Ot the poſſibility of Salvation in the Roman Church. 


Proteſtants Conceſſions ought not to be any ground to prefer the Communion of 
the Church of Rome. How far thoſe Conceſſions extend. The uncharitable- 
nweſſof' Romaniſts, if they yield not the ſame tous. The weakneff of the Ar- 
guments to prove the Roman Church the ſafer way to ſalvation on Proteſtant 
Principles. The dangerous Dottrines of Romaniſts about the eaſineſs of ſalua- 
tion, by the Sacrament of Penance. The caſe parallePd between the Done- 

fiſts and Romaniſts, in denying ſalvation to all but themſelves ; and the ad- 
wantages equal from their adverſaries Conceſſions. The advantage of the 
Proteſtants, if that be the ſafeſt way which bqgþ parties are aoreed in, mani- 
fefted and vindicated in ſeveral particulars. The Principle it ſelf at large 
ſhewed to be a meer contingent Propoſition, and ſuch as may lead to Hereſie and 
Infidelity. The caſe of the Leaders in th: Roman Church, and others, diſftin- 
guiſhed. The Errours and Superſtitions of the Roman Church, make its com- 
1:union very dangerons in order to Salvation. 


d.r. TP Hemainthing which now remains to be diſcuſſed, is, Whether the 
Communion of your Church, or ours, be rather to be choſen, in or- 
der to /a/vation. For that being the great end of our Fa:th, the tendency to 
the promotion of that, ought to be the Rule, by which we ſhould embrace 
or continue in the ſociety of any Church. And, ſince the regard men ought 
to have of their — wellare, doth oblige them to make choice of the 
beſt means in order to it, the bare reinote poſſibility of ſalvation in any 
Church, ought to have ho force or conſideration at all in the determining 
their choice ina matter of 16 great importance. As, o__— 2 Pilot at 
Sea, whoſe only defire is to bring his ſhip fate into his gefired Pore, ſhould 
be told, that there are two paiſages homewards; the one free and open, 
in which there 'is no danger ; the other amid{t many Rocks and Shelves, 
in which yet there 15 a pſ74i4:ty of eſcaping : Would not he be accounted a 
very ak man, that ſhould chuſe this latter way, meerly becaule it is po: 
ſible he may eſcape ; and neglett the other, in which there is no danger of 
miſcarrying? <0 it is here in our preſent caſe, the Prozeſtants confeſs 
there is a pſibiliry tor ſome to eſcape in the Communioge, of the Romar 
Church ; but it 1s as men may eſcape with their lives ina ſhiprract ; but 
they undertake to make it evident, there can be no canger, if they obſerve 
the principles of Prote ſtat Religion; Would it not be madnels in any then 
ronegleCt this, and make choice of the other, meerly becauſe Proteſtants 
agice with you, that there is a pofſt2ility of ſalvation for ſome in the Roman 
Church? Yet this is the great Argument you make uſe of, whereby to Pro- 
{chyts luch perions, who want judgement enough to diſcern the weakneſs 
and /ep/:;/try of ir. That therefore we are now to enquire into, is, Whe- 
ther y our Co-nmun:on, or ours, be more eligible upon principles of rea- 
lon and prudeice, in order to S$i/vation? And two thingsare inſiſted on in 
behalf of your Charch ; firlt, [hit Proteſt mts erant th- puiſcbility of [alvati- 
0:12 your Church, but you deny it in ours, and therefore yours is the ſafer 
way. Secondly, [ht the Futh of Proteſt.uits doth not ſtand upon theſe ſure 
grounds nh1ch your Faith doth, 

As tothe fir/t, there are two things to be conſidered. 1. How far ne 
grant a poſſibility of ſ\lvation to thoſe in your Church. 2. What canbe inferr'd 
from that Conce/fron in the choice of Religion, The occaſion of entring, 
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Chap. I V. 
uponthis debate was the Lady's Query, Whether the might be ſaved in the Ro- 


in the Roman Church: 
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man Faith ; to which his Lotdſhip anſwers in Gezeral,that rhe i2norant that 


' could not diſcern the errors of that Church, ſo they held the Foundation aid con- 


ormed themſelves to areligious life, might be ſaved ; and more particularly to 

the Lady, that it muſt needs go harder with her even in point of ſalvation, becauſe 

ſhe had been brought to underſtand very much for one of her tondition , in theſe 

Controverted cauſes of Religion. And a perſon that comes to know mich, had need 

carefully bethink himſelf, that he oppoſe not known truth againſt the Church that 

made hins a Chriſtian ; for ſalvation may be in the Church 4 _ and they not 
e 


find it that make ſureſt of it, And after, he explains himſelt more fully, That 


[ might be ſaved ] grants but a poſſibility, no ſure or ſafe way to ſalvation ; the 
poſſibility, I think, ſaith he, cannot be denyed to the ignorant s, eſpecially becauſe they 
hold the Foundation, and cannot ſurvey the Building, Ayd the Foundation can 
deceive n9 man that reſts npon it. But a ſecure way they cannot go, that hold with 
ſuch corruptions when they know them, Now, whether it be wiſdom; in ſuch a point 
as ſalvation is, to forſake a Charch in which the ground of ſalvation is firm, to fol- 
low a Church inwhich it but poſſible one may be ſaved,but very probable he m1y do 
worſe, if he look not well ts the Foundation; judge ye. Sothat ſtill his Lordſhip 
aſſerts the Proteſtants way to be the only ſafe way to ſalvation ; and that in 
the Chrch of Romethere is only a, /mited poſſibility of it, which is ſuch, that 
he ſayes, A. C, or his fellows can take little comfort in. For as he after declares 
himſelf, Many Proteſtants indeed confeſs, thete is ſalvation poſsible to be attained 
in the Roman Church ; but yet they ſay withal, that the errors of that Church are 


| fo many, ( and ſome ſo great, as weaken the Foundation) that it is very hardsto 99 


that way to Heaven, eſpecially to them that have had the truth manifeſted ; and a 
little after, But we have not ſo learned Chriſt, as either to return evil for evil in 
this heady courſe, or to deny ſalvation to ſome ignorant ſilly ſouls; whoſe humble 
peaceable obedience makes them fafe among any part of men that profeſs the Founda- 
tion Chriſf. And in another place, I do indeed for my part ( leaving other men 
free to their own judgement ) acknowledge a poſſibility of ſalvation in the Roman 
Church. But ſo, as that which I prant to Romaniſts, is not as they are Romaniſts; 
but as they are Chriſtians, that is, as they believe the Creed and hold the Founda- 
tion Chriſt himſelf, not as they aſſociate themſelves wittingly and knowingly to the 
groſs Superſtitions of the Roman Church. And I ammwilling to hope there are 
many among them, which keep within that Church, an4 yet wiſh the ſuperſtitions 
a#boltſhed which they know , and which pray to God to forgive their errors in 
what they know not, and which hold the Foundation firm , and live according- 
ty, and which would have all thinzs amended that are amiſs, were it in their 
power. And to ſuch I dare not deny a poſſibility of ſalvation, for that which ts 
Chriſts in them, though they hazard themſelves extreamly by keeping ſo cloſe 
to that which is ſuperſtition, and in the caſe of Images comes too near Idolatry. 
The ſubſtance then of what his Lordſhip faith, is, that the Protefaut way 
is a ſafe and ſecure way to /a/vation ; that in the Roman Charch there is ex- 
tream hazard made of it, which all who love their ſou/s onghr to avoid ; 
but yet for ſuch, who by reaſon of i2x»rance lee not the daxcer, and by 
reaſon of honeſty keep cloſe to Chriſt the Foundation , and repent of alt 
miſcarriages known or unknown, he dares not deny a pof/i>:lrty of /alwa- 
tion for them. But he is far from aſſerting it of thoſe, who either know 
the corruptions of that Chzch and yet continne in them, or ſuch wh6 
wilfully negle& the means whereby they may be convinced of them. So 
that you ſtrangely either miſtake or pervert his Lordſhips meaning when 
you would inferr from theſe paſſages, That he aſſerts a poſſibility of berng 
ſaved to thoſe who joyn with the Roman Church, though their ignorance be not 
invincible , and though all or the chief motives which the Proteſtants bring 
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being in your Church, and what wayes you have 


againſt you be never ſo ſufficiently propoſed to them. For heſtill ſpeaks either 
of ſuch, whoſe meer ;2xorance doth excuſe them where the Fundamentals 
are held, and a life led according to them, or elſe of ſuch who condemn 
your /uperſtitions as far as they are diſcovered to them, and ſincerely de- 
lire to find impartially the way that leads to Heaven ; Of ſuch as theſe he 
dares not deny a pofſibility of ſalvation. ; 

And you are the moſt uncharitable perſons in the world, if you dare af: 
ſert the contrary of Proteſtants. You exprelly grant a poſſib:lity of ſalvation 
to theſe who joyn with the Proteſtant Charch, in caſe of invincible —_— - and 
dare you deny it w here there 1s a preparation of mind to find out and ein- 
brace the moſt certain way to Heaven, where all endeavours are uſed to that 
end, and where there is a conſcientious obedience to the H/;// of Goa, ſo far 
as it isdiſcovered ? If you dare f pms. ny deny a poſſibility of ſalvation 
to ſuch perſons, mcerly becauſe not of the Roman Church , this prodigious 
uncharitableneſs would make us queſtion the poſſibility of your /a/vatior 
more, while you perſiſt in it. For, What is there more contrary tothe «jo 
and ſpirit of the Gyſpe/than this is ? Fro n whence muſt we gather the terms 
of ſalvation,but only from thence ? But it ſeems by you, although men give 
never ſo hearty an aſſent tothe Dodrine of the Goſpel, and live inthe moſt 
univerſal obedience to it, and abound in the fruits of the /pirit of God, of 
which Charzty is none of the leaſt ; yet it they be not in the Communion of 
your Church, there 1s no hopes of /alvaticn tor them. But, Who is it the 
mean while that hath the diſpoſal of this /2/vation ? Is it in your haxds or 
Chriffs ? If itbe in His, wedare rely on His promiſe, m——_ you pretend 
to know His mind better than He did himſelf. For, notwit 
cere endeavour to know and obey the will of God, be the great Fundamental 


in order to ſalvation, which is delivered us by the Doctrige of Chriſt ; yer. 


it ſeems by you, there may be this, where there may be not ſomuch as Po 
ſibility of ſalvation. By which aſſertion of yours, you are ſo far from work- 
ing upon any, but very weak perſons, to bring them over to your Church, 
that nothing can more effeually prejudice it among all ſuch who dare be- 
lieve Chr:/{ tobe more Infalible than the Church of Rome. For what is this 
elſe, but to make Heaven and eternal ſalvation fa/k to the rnrereff of your 
Church, and to lay more weight upon being in your communion than up- 
on the moſt indiſpenſable precepts of Chriſtianity ? But when we conlider 
how many among you diſpute for the poſlibility of the /a/vation of Hea- 
thens, and yet deny it to thole who own all the Fundamentals of Chri- 
ſtranity ; whe we ſee how much you lay the —_— of ſalvation upon 

rthoſe who are 1n it 
to reconcile the hopes of ſalvation with the practice of ſt, What can we 
otherwiſe imagine, but it is the Intereſs of your Church that you more aim 
at, than the /alwation of ens ſouls ? For you have ſo many wayes to give 
indulcence 10 ' i to thoſe who deſire it, and yet ſuch ready wayes of par- 
don, and fuch an eaſe task of repextance, and fo little nas Ar nach means 
of obtaining grace by the Secraments, ex opere operato, that it is hard con- 
ceiving what way a man ſhould ſooner take, who would live in his ſins 
and come to Heaven at laſt, than to be of your Church. And yet you who 
are ſo ſoft and gextle, fo kind and indrlzent to the ſons of your Church, are 
not more ready to ſend thoſe who are out of it to the fire in this world, 
than to ererxal flames in another. But we have not fo l-arned Chriſt, we 
dare not deal ſo inhumanely with them in this world, much leſs judge fo 
uncharitably as to another, of thoſe who profeſs ro fear God and work rich- 
teouſar ſs, though they be not of the ſame opinion or communion with us. 


Yet, we tell men of the danger of hazard/ng their ſa/vation by erroxcous 


aoctrines 


ſtanding 4 {n- 
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dotrines and ſuperſ?;tious prattices, and ſuppoſe that ſufficient to perſwade 
{uch who {incerely regard their future happrxeſf to avoid all ſuch things as 
tend ſo much to their eternal y-/ze, And ſuch who will continue in ſuch 
things, meerly becaulc there 1s a poſ/zb:1ity ſome perſons may be ſaved ir 
them by realon of 1217 ance Or Repentance,are no wiſer men than {uch, who 
ſhould /p/r: their /þ;p upon a rock, becauſe ſome have eſcaped upon a plank 
notwithſtanding. So that conſidering on what terms we grant this poſibi- 
lity of ſalvation, this Conceſſion of ours can be no Argument at all to judge 
yours tobe the /afer way ; and it upon the ſame terms you deny it to us; it 
thews how much more «z/xfe your way is, where there is ſo much of Ize- 
reſſand lo little Charity. | o 

But you attempt to prove againſt all Prete//ants whatſoever, that yours 
is the fater way to ſa/vation: Your brit Argument in ſhort is, Becauſe we 
grant that you may be ſaved upon our own principles , but you deny that we may 
be ſaved upon yours. And what 1s there more in this Argument (but a mul- 
titude of words to little purpoſe) than there is in that which his Lordſhip 
examines? For the main force of it lyes in this, That is the ſateſt way which 
both parties areagreedin; and therefore although you would have your 
Major propoſition put out of all doubt, yet that wants more proof than I doubt 
you are able to give it. For although we grant, Men may be ſaved who have 
true Faith, Repentance, and a holy Converſation without any ſuch Sacrament of 
Penance, which you make neceſſary for conveying the grace of Fuſtification ; yet 
What ſecurity can thence come to a man an the choice of his Religion, ſince 
we withal ſay, That where there is a continuance in the corruptions and er- 
rors of your Church, t 1s hard to conceive there {ſhould be that Fazth and Re- 
pentance which we make neceſſary to Salvation. You go therefore on a 
very falſe ſuppoſition, when you take it for granted that we acknowledge , that 
all thoſe whom you admit to your Sacrament of Penance have all things upon our 
own principles which are neceſſary to Salvation. And ſo your Mizor 1s as falle 
as your Major uncertain, viz. That many are ſaved in the Roman Church ac- 
cording to the principles which are granted on both ſides. But you would ſeem 
to prove, 7 hat all admitted by you at death to the Sacrament of Penance ( as 
you call it ) have all things neceſſary to Salvation upon Proteſtant principles, 
becauſe, you lay, That Faith, Hope, true Repentance, and a purpoſe of Amend- 
ment are neceſſary to the due receiving the Sacrament of Penance , and. theſe are 
aft which Proteſtants make weceſſary to Salvation. But ſuppoſing that, Is it 
neceſſary that all thoſe things muſt be in them, which make the neceſſary 
requiſites to this Szcr.czext of yours ? Do none receive this aaworthily as 
many do a far greater Sacrament than this, granting it to be any at all ? 
It ſeems Salvation 1s very eaſle to be had in your Chnrch then, for this 
Sacrament is ſuppoled by you, to be given to men upon their death-beds, 
when, you lay, It cannot be ſuppoſed that men will omit any thing neceſſary 
for the attaining Salvation ; and by vertue of this Sacrament they receive the 
grace of Fuſtification, whereby of ſinners, they are made the Sons of God, and 
h-irs of eterxal life. But Iaſſure you, we who believe, Men muſt be ſaved 
only by the terms of the Goſpel, make no ſuch eaſie matter of it as you do ; 
we profeſs the neceſſity of a through-renovation of heart and life to be in- 
diſpenſable in order to happrneſs, for without bolineſs no man ſhall ſee the 
Lord: and although we take not upon us to judge the final eſtate of men 


whoſe h-arts we know not ; yet the Goſpel gives us very litt!e ground rq_ 


think, that ſich who defer the work of their Sz/vation to their death -beas, 
ſhall ever attain to it ; The main deſign of Chri/t:an Relrgion being, The 
rurning mens fouls from ſiz to Goa in order to the ſerving him 1n this 
world, that they may be h.tpy in another. For if Sz/varion depended 
on no more than you require, the greateſt part of the Gofpe/ might have 
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been ſpared, whoſe greatend is to perſwade men to holireſs of heart and 
life, It is not a meer p: pee of az:u4ment, when men can finno longer, 
that we make only necetſary to Sa/vation : But ſo hearty a repentance of ſin 
paſt, as to carry with it an effec#ua/ reformation ; without this, men may 
fatter themſelves into their own 747ze by your Sacraments of Penance and 
ſuch contrivances of men, but there can be no grounded hopes of any free- 
dom from eternal miſery. And their Farth too, muſt be as weak as their 
Repentance ſhallow, who dare venture their ſouls into another world,upon no 
better ſecurity than that By YECELUING the Sucrament of Penince they are made 
the Sons of God, and he1r5 of eternal life, But you betray men into ſtupid i1g- 
norance and careleſneſs as to their eternal Salvation, and then deal mot 
unfaithfully with them, by telling them, that a death-bed /*vnintauce will 
ſuffice them, and the S:rrament of Penance will preſently mak then heirs of 
eterzal life. Sothat although your Do&r:ze be very unreaſonable, 2nd your 
Superſtitions very groſs, yet this unfaithfulneſs to the ſouls of men makes all 
true lovers of Chri/t:a» Reliztion, and of the Silvition of mens fouls, more 
averſe from your Dottrize and Pradtices,than any thing elſe whatſocver. For 
what can really be more pernicious to the world, than to flatter them into 
the hopes of $Sa/vatioz without the performance of thoſe things, which, if 
the Goſpel be true, are abſolutely neceſſary in order to it ? How quietly do 
you permit the moſt ftupid ;gzorazce in ſuch who are the ze1/0us prattifers 
of your foppertes and ſuperſtitions? What excellent arts have you toallure 
debauchees upon their death-beds to you, by promiling them that in another 
world, which our principles will not allow us to do ? How many wayes have 
you to get the pardox of ſir, or at leaſt to delude people with the hopes of 
it, without any ſerious turning from ſ/z to God ? What do your Do@rines of 
the ſufficiency of bare contrition , and the Sacraments working grace ex opere 
operato, of Indulgences, Satisfattions, regulating the intention,and the like, tend 
to, but to ſuperſede the neceſlity of a holy life ? And at laſt you exchange 
the inward hatred and mortification of fin, for ſome external /ever:rres 
upon mens bodrzes ; which is, only beating the ſervant for the 1Mafters 
fault. Sothat it is hard to imagine any Dottrine or way of Re/7970 which 
owns Chriſtianity , which doth with more apparent danger to the ſouls of 
men undermine the foundations of Faith and Obedience than yours doth. 
And as I have at large ſhewed the former, How deſtruftive your princi- 
ples are tothe grounds of Faith ; 1o it hath been fully and lately manifeſted 
by a learned Biſhop of our Church, What Doctrines and prattices are allow- 
edin your Church , which in themſelves or their immediate conſequences 
are direct impieties, and give warranty to 4 wicked life. | 
W hich being ſo of your own ſide, we muſt ſee what reaſons you give 
for your molt uncharitable Cenſure, That there are very few or none among 
Proteſtants that eſcape damnation : And this you call, The Doctrine of Ca- 
tholicks. The Doftrine rather of a proud, tyrannical , and uncharitable 
faction of men; who that they might gain Pro/{/zres to themſelves, ſhew 
how little they are themſelves the Proſe/yres of Chriſt. But you offer us 
a reaſon tor it; Becauſe all Catholicks hold, thit neither Faith, nor Hope, nor 
any Repentance can fave us, but that only which 1s joyned with a perfect Love 
of God ; without the Sacrament of Penance attually and dutly received * and 
becauſe Proteſtants rejett this, they cannot be ſauwral, Pur you arc not at all 
the leſs excuſable, becauſe you aſſert ſuch Do&rzes from whence ſuch nn- 
charitableaeſs follows, but the dreadiul conſequence of ſuch Doftrines 
ought rather to make you queſtion the 7ruth of them. For, can any one 
who knows and underitands Chri/f:anity ever believe, that alithough he 
had a moſt hearty repentance for ſin, and a moſt ſincere /ove to God, he 
ſhould eternally periſh, becauſe he did not confeſs his fins to a Prieſt and 
Ieceive 
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receive ab/olutiny from him 2 I can hardly perſwade my ſelf, that VOU Car 


believe ſuch things, but that only ſuch Do##rines are neceſſary to b2 taught, 
ro maintain the /2-:e/ts authority, and to fright men into that p:c{/9:4 of con. 
{cience, the uletul practice of Auricalar Confefſion. To what purpoſe are 
ali the pro:miles of 2r.1ce and mercy throunh Chriſt upon the ſincerity ot or 


turning to hin, it after all this, the etfet depends upon that Szcriment. of 


Penance, of which no precept 1s given us by Chri/?, much leſs any neceſſity 
of it aſſerted in order to eternal Salvation ? If this then be all your ground 
of condemning Proteſtants, they may rejoyce in this, That your reaſons are 
as weak as your malice ſtrong. But it would be more fit for you to enquire, 
whether ſuch who live and die infſucha height of uncharitableneſs(whether 
with or without the Sacrament of Penance) canbe in any capacity of eter- 
nal Salvation ? Tor that is aplain violation of the Laws of Chr/#, this other 
even among your ſelves a diſputable Izſ?:rution of Chriſt ; and by many 
{aid, not to beat all of that zecef/zry, which you ſuppoſe it to be. For ne1- 


ther Med:na, nor Maldonate even ſince the Council of Trent dare affirm, the , 


denyal of your Sacrament of Pexzance tobe Hereſie, and mult then the ſouls 
of all Pro:-/tants be ſent to Hell, for want of that, which it is queſtionable, 
whether it were [/titrted by Chriſt or no. But it this Sacrament of Penance 
be ſo neceſſary to Salvation, that they cannot be ſaved who want it, What 
becomes then of all the Primz/tive Church which was utterly a ſtranger to 
your Sacrament of Penance (as ſhall be maniteſted when you deſire it)? what 
becomes of the Greek Church which as peremptorily denies the neceſſity of it 
as Proteſtants do ? Both which you may find confeſſed and proved by F:- 
ther Barns, 2nd many teſtimonies of your own Authors are brought by him 
againſt the D:v1ze Inſtitution and neceſſity of it. Who 
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very ingenuoully confeſſes, That, by the Law of Chriſt, 
ſuch a one by the ſentence of very many Catholicks , may be 
pronounced abſolved before God, who manifeſts the truth 
of his Faith and Charity , although he diſcovers not 4 
word of the number or werght of his ſins, What un- 


Cum ſiando in lege Chriſti preciſe pronuuts« 
art poſſit, ex plurimorum Catholicorum ſen- 
tentia, abſolutus coram Deo 5 —— qui Mani- 
feltis indici's probat ſe veram habere fidem & 
charitatem ;, etſi ne verbum propalet de nu- 
mero,&- gravitate peccatorum ſuorum. Barns 
ſect. 8. de poenir.confefl. & fatisfaRione., 


reaſonable, as we!l as uncharitable, men are you then, 

to aſſert, 7hat no Proteſtants can eſcape dammation for want of that, which 
ſo many among your ſelves make unneceſſary for the pardon of fin ? But 
it is juſt with Go4, that rhoſe who are fo ready to condemn others, ſhould 
be condemned by themſelves: and if your Conſciences do not condemn 
you here, your Sentence may be the greater in another world. 

Your ſecond Argument againlt Proteſtants is, Becauſe they want cer- 
tainty of Faith by denyina the Infallibility of Church and Councils ; but this 
hath been ſo throughly ſifred already, that I ſuppoſe none who have read 
the preceding diſcourſes, will have the leaſt cauſe to ſtick at this: and 
therefore we procced to the Vindication of your cenſures from being 
ouilty of the wazt of Charity. For you are the men, who would have us 
think God, when you condemn us to Hell, that we eſcape ſo; and are ax2ry 
with us, that we do not believe that you molt extirely love ws, when you 
judge us to eternal flames. For, you ſay, that your denyal of Salvation to 
us is prountded even upon Charity. It it be lo, you are the molt charitable 
people in the world, for you deny Sz/vation to all bur your ſc/ves and tome 
Heatheas, Bat, ſay you, If Salvation may be had in your Church as Prote- 
ſtants conf*(s, and there be a0 true Church or Faith but one, it follows that out 
of vour Ch irch there is no Stlvation to be had. To which his Lordſhip had 
fully anſwered, by ſaying, [7s tru, there is but one trae Faith, and but one 
true Church ; but that one both Faith and Church is the Catholick C hrijtian, 
19t the particul.ir Roman. SO thar this paſſage 1s a meer begging the que- 


{tion, «nd then threatning upon It, withour all reafon or charity. Le” 
all 
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all your declamations about the way of knowing the Doctrine of the Catholick 
Church, have been ſpoiled by what hath been faid already upon that ſub- 
jet. We come therefore to that which 1s the proper bulinels of t!1is 
Chapter, which is to examine the {trengrh of that 1zfc7e ace which 1s drawn 
from the Prote/fants conceſſion of the poſſibility of Salt:ation 1N your Charch, 
viz. That thence it follows, that the Roman Church aud Religion rs the ſafer n ay 
to Salvation. Two things his Lordſhip obſerves the tor.e of th:s Argu- 
ment lyes 1n, he one drrectly expreſſed, VIZ. 7 he conſent of both parties of the 
poſſibility of Salvation in the Roman Church ; the other »pon the By, viz. 1 hat 
we cannot be ſaved, becauſe we are out of the Chirch, Andof theſe two he 
{peaks in order. Firſt he begins with the confe/1ow': as to which his An- 

fete lyes in three things, 1. [hat thrs was the way of the Donatiſts of (11) and 
would hold as well for them as the Church of Rome. 2, 1 hat if th: priuciple 
on which this Argument proceeds be true, it will be more for th: aavantage of 
Proteſt.1uts than of your Church. 3. That the principle rt ſelf 15 a contraveat 
Propoſition, and may juſtifie the greateſt Hereſtes in the world, By this me- 
thodizing his Lordſhips diſcourſe, we {hall the better diſcern the {trength 

of your Anſwers to the ſeveral particulars of it. In the brit place he 
ſhews, How parallel this is with the proceedings of the Donatiſts ; ſor both parts 
granted, that Baptiſm was true among the Donatiſts, but the Donatiſts acnyed it 
#0 be true baptiſm among the Catholick Chriſtians, ans therefore oz this principle 
the Donatiſts ſide us the ſurer ſide, if that principle be trur, | hat it is the ſafeſt 
taking that way which the differing parties agree on. To this you anſwer no- 
thing, but what will ſtill return upon your ſelves, and diſcover the weak- 
neſs of your Argument. For the crimes of S:h:{/m, and unſoundn: ſs of Faith, 
are ſtill as chargeable upon you,though we may grant a poſſibility of *al- 
vation to ſome 1n your Church. And I cannot poſhbly diſcern any dije- 
rence between the judgement of the Catho/rcts concerning the Doxarr/ts, and 
ours concerning you ; for, it they judged the Dozatiſts way very dangerous 
becauſe of their «zcharitableneſs toall others, fo do we of yours; but it they, 
notwithſtanding that, hoped that the miſled people among the'n might be 
ſaved ; that is as much as we dare ſay concerning you. -# nd you very 
much miſtake, if you think the contrary. For his Lordſhip no where faith, 
as you would ſeem to impoſe upon him, Th.t i man may live and dve in the 
Roman Church, and that none of his errors ſhall hinder ſalvation, n hatſorver 
motives he may know to the contrary, But on the other lide, he plainly ſaith, 
That he that lives in the Roman Church, with a reſolution to l1ve and dye 1a tt, is 
preſumed to believe as that Church believes. And he that avth ſo, I will aot ſan, ts 
as guilty, but guilty he ts moreor leſs, of the Schiſm which that Charch firſt cauſed 
by her corruptions, and now continues by them and her power togeth:r. lud of ail 
"ca damnable opinions too, and all other fins alſo, which the Doftrine and 1:ſ-be- 
lief of that Church leads him into. Judge you now, I pray, Whether wethiok 
otherwiſe of thoſe in your Church, th.n the Orthodox did of the Dor:tiſts ? 
So that if the Argument dorh hold for you, it would as well have held tor 
them too. And therefore his Lordſhip well inters, 7hat this Principle , 
That where two parties are diſſenting, it is ſafeſt believing that tu rn hich both 
parties agree, or which the adverſary confeſſes, may lead men, by your 0m con- 

efron, into known and damnable Schiſm and H: reſir, for ſuch, you ſav, the 

Donatiſts were guilty of. And ſuch, his Lordſhip faith, rhere 7s great din 

ger of, in your Church too ; for, ſaith he, zz his preſent caſe thires prrity, great 
peril of damnable, both Schiſm and Hereſir, and oth:r ſins, by living aud y- 
ing in the Roman Faith, tainted with fo many ſipcrſtitions, as at this dav 2 16, 

and their tyranny too boot. 1 pray now bethink your felt, Whit dierence 

is there, berween the Orthodoxes judgement of the Dva2t//?s, and ours, con- 

Cerning your Church? And therefore the comparilon bury een Perilvn; 


lis 
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the Donariſt, and his Lordſhips adverſary holds good till ; for, all your 


Anſwer depends upon a miſtake of Proteſtants granting a poſſibility of Sal- 
wation, as 1 have already ſhewed you. And, in what way ſoever you li- 
mit this agreement, you cannot poſſibly avoid, but that it would equally 
hold as tothe Doxariſts too ; 'for the conceſſion was then as great, in order 
to Salvation, as it is now. 

But you fay,W, hether he aſſerts it or no, it muſt needs follow from the Biſhops 
Principles, that there can be no peril of damnation by living ani dying in the R0- 
man Charch, becauſe he profeſſedly exempts the Ignorant, and grants as muth of 
thoſe who do wittingly and knowingly aſſoctate themſelves to the pros ſuperſtitions 
of the Roman Church, if they hold the Fonndatioa Chriſt, and live accordingly ; 
From whence you argue, 7 hat if neither voluntary nor in voluntary ſuper ftt- 
tion can hinder from Salvation, then there ts confeſſedly no peril of damnation in 
your Church. And yet his Lordſhip faith, 44 Proteſtants unanimouſly agres 
in T his, That there ts great peril of damnation for any man to live and aye in the 
Roman Peyrſwaſion. And therefore (laith he ) that is a moſt notorious [lateder, 
where you ſay, that they which affirm this peril of damnation, are contradicted by 
their own more learned Brethren, By which we ſee the injuſtice of your pro- 
ceeding, in oftering to wreſt his Lordſhips words contrary to his expreſs 
meaning : and ſince all your Argument depends upon your adverſaries 
confeſſion, you ought to take that confeſſion 1n the moſt clear and perſpicu- 
ous terms, and to underſtand all obſcure expreſſions ſuitably to their often 
declared ſenſe, Which it you had attended to, you would never have un- 
dertaken to provethat his Lordſhip grants, that there is no peril of damna- 
tion in your Church,which he fo often dilavows, and calls it, z 0/# zotoriom 
flarder ; and, amoft loud untreth, which no ingenuons man would ever have ſain, 
And even of thoſe perſons whom he ſpeaks molt favourably of, he faith, 
That although they wiſh fot the aboliſhing the ſuperſtitions in uſe, yet all he grants 
them is, a pofſiviltty of Salvatrov, but with extream hazard to themſelves, by keep- 
ing tloſe to that which # P_ ana comes ſo near Idolatry. Aire theſe then 
fuch expreſſions which 1mport »o peril of damnation in the Romay Church # 
And therefore when he ſpeaks of the poſibility of the Salvation of ſuch 
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who aſſociate themſelves wittingly and — to the groſs ſuperſtitions of the © 


Romiſh Church ; he declares {ufficiently, that he means it not of thoſe who 
do in heart approve of them, but only of ſuch; who though they are con: 
vinced they are groſs /aper/ſtitrons, yet think, they may communicate with 
thoſe who uſe them, as long as they do not approve of them. Which er- 
ror of theirs, though he looks on it as dangerous, yet not as wholly de- 
ſtruRive of *alvation. But ſihce, your * nfwer to this is , T hat he 1n:ffakes 
very mmch, in ſuppoſing ſuch perſons to belong to your Church and Communion : 
you are not aware , How much thereby you take off from the Prote- 
ſtants Confeſſion, ſince thoſe whom we conrend for a poſſibility of Sa/va- 
tion for, are ſuch only whom you dey to be of your Churches Communion, 
and ſo the Argument ſignifies much leſs by your confeffor, than it did be- 
fore. Thus we ſee, how this Argument upon the ſame terms you manage 
it againſt us, would have held as well in the behalf of the Donarifts againſt 
the Communion of the Catholick Church. For what other impertinencies 
ou mix here and there, it is time now to paſs them over, ſince the main 
grounds of them have been ſo tully handled before. | 
We therefore proceed to the ſecond Anſwer his Lordſhip gives to this Ar. 
gument, viz. That if the Principle oz which it ſtands, doth hold, it makes 
more for the advantage of Proteſtants, than againſt them. For if that be fafeſt 
which both parties are agreed in, then 1. ow are bound to believe with us 
in the point of the Euchariſt. Por all ſides agree in the Faith of the Church of 
England, that in the moſt bleſſed Sacrament , the worthy Receiver is by his 
Faith 
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Faith made ſpiritually partaker of the true and real body and blood of Chriſt, 
truly and really, and of all the benefits of his paſſion. Tour Roman Catholicks 
add 4 manner of this preſence, Tranſubſtantiation, which many deny ; and the 
Lutherans Conſubſtantiation , which more deny. If this Argument be good 
then, even for this conſent it is ſafer communicating with the Church of Emp 
gland, tha with the Roman or Lutheran; becauſe all apree in this Truth, not 

DP. 203, 772 any other Opinion, You lay, 1 hrs cay hold no further than communicatin 
 #a the belief of this Opinion ; let that be granted, and, Doth it not thenfo]- 
low, that the Church of Encland's Opinion 15 the ſafeſt upon your own 
grou nd ? No,ſay you, for it 1s not ſuch 4 COm3m07 conſent as doth exclude the 7 Aay- 
ner of preſence, by tranſ*, or conſubſtantiation. But, How ſenſleſs an Anſwer is 
this! torthe Argument proceeds ſo far as all are agreed : and the Church of 
Enzland alerting that real preſence,which all — as ſimply zeceſſary - 

in order to the effets of it; her Communion 15 more deſirable on this ac- 

count, than of either of thoſe Churches which ofter to define the manner of 
Chriſs preſence, ſince even the greateſt men of your perſwaſion, as Suarez 
P. 3:8, and Bellarmin, aſſert the belief of Tranſubſtantigtion not wv be ſimply neceſſary to 
Salvation, and that the manaer of it is ſecret and ineffable. It is therefore quite 
beſide the purpoſe, when you offer to prove,chat Suarez believed Tranſubſtan- 
tiation : for, although he did fo, yet fince he grants it zot ſimply neceſſary to do 
;t ; his Lordſhips Argument in behalf of the Church of Exgland holds firm 
ſtill, unleſs you can prove,that Suarez held the belief of that to be as zeceſſary, 
as the belict of the rea! and ſpiritual preſence of Chriſt, Burt you, after, at- 
tempt at large to prove, that the real participation of Chriſt in the Sacrament in 
your ſenſe, is quite different ow that of Proteſtants : It you meana corporal par- 
ticipation, indeed it 15 0; but that is not it, which 1s now enquired after ; 
but, Whether you do not allow any re«/ and AG preſence of Chriſt, be- 
ſides the corporal manducation of that you call his body by Tranſubftantiation. 
Tf you donot, you would do well to ſhew, what efecs that hath upon the 
ſouls of men ; if youdo, then ſtill the Church of England 1s of the ſafer fide, 
Which holds that in which all are agreed. Which is as much as weare here 
concerned to take notice of, as to this ſubje&, the Controverſie it ſelf having 
been fo lately handled. 2. His Lordſhip inſtances, i» the Article of our Savi- 
our Chrifts deſcent into Hell; both are agreed as to the Article of deſcent, but the 
| Church of Rome differs in the explication; therefore it is ſafer holding with 
.* the Church of England, which owns the Article without defining the manner. 
P.3r;, Put, you ſay, He proceeds on a falſe ſuppoſition, for both are not agreed, what 

is meant by Hell, whether it be the place of the damned or no: But this doth 

belong to the manner of Explication , and not to the Article it ſelf , 

which both equally own, and therefore the Church of England hath the 

advantage there. 3. He inſtances in the Inſtitution of the Sacrament in both 

kinds ; in which it is agreed by both Churches, that Chriſt aid inſtitute it ſo, 

and the Primitive Church received it ſo. Therefore according to the former 

Ihid. Rule, *tis ſafeſt for a man to receive the Sacrament in both kinds, This ( you 

fay ) # .e little to the purpoſe as the former, becanſe vou do uot agree that he 
did it with an intention, or gave any command that it ſhould be alwayes ſo recei- 
+4; bur ſtill you are quite beſides the buſineſs ; for that is not our Queſtion, 
but, Whether it be more /afe to adhere to that which Chrij# inſtituted , 
and the Primitive Church prattiſed, as you contels your ſelves ; Or to your 
Church, which prohibits the doing that which you conteſs Chr/F, and the 
Primitive Church did? And weſee how great your Charity is, when you de- 
ZzY a poſſibility of Salvation to thoſe who aſſert that Chriſt's Inſtitution is unal- 
trrable, or that all who communicate, are bound to receive in both kinds, For 
all other things concerning this ſubjeft , I muſt refer the Reader to the 


vrecedent Chapter, in which they are fully diſcuſſed. 4. The diſſenting 
Churches 
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Churches agrce, that inthe Euchariſt there ts a ſacrifice of duty, and a ſacrifice of 


praiſe, and a ſacrifice of commemoration. 1 herefore it is {afeft to hold t0 the 
Church of Eng'and in this, and leave the Church of Rome to her [uperflitions 
that 1 ſay no wore. Here youltill pretend, you drffer 1 ſinſe ; but all this is 
only to ſay, you aſſert more than we do; which we grant, bur aſſert upon 
your Principle, that weare on the ſafer fide. And ſoin the :zteation of the 
Prieſt yo agree with us x to the neceſſity of matter ana form, and therefore it is 
fafer holding to that, than believing the peceſſiry of the Prieſts inteatioa, which 
many deny. And if the Rule doth hold, as you afſert, That that which Both 
are agreed 1n, 15 {ater than the contrary ; it will hold in matter of Opinion 
too, that it 15 fater to believe no more 1s neceſſary to the S:cramert, than both 
partiesare agreed in. 1helaſt inſtance is, 7h.at we ſay, there are divers er- 
rours, and ſome groſs ones, in the Roman Aiſſal ; but you confeſs there is no 
poſitive errour in the Liturgy of the Church of England ; and therefore it is 
ſafeſt to worſhip God by that, and not by the Roman Maſs. This you anſwer 
as all the reſt, by running off from the buſineſs ; for, you ſay, 1+ cannot be 
ſafer to uſe that, becauſe you Catholicks ſay, That touſe it in contempt of the Ro- 
man Miſſal is certainly damnable ſin, and deſtructive of Salvation. But, as it is 
not material what you ſay in this caſe, foir is not atall to the purpoſe; for, 
if your Rule holds good, it mult be /afer ; and, if it be not, you mult confeſs 
the Principle 1s talle, That what both parties agree in, is the ſafeſt to be thoſen in 
Religion. The ſame might be at large proved concerning the main things 
indifference between us, that, if this Principle be true, we have very much 
the advantage of you : as, You and we are agreed, that the Scripture is 
God's Word, but we deny that Tradition 1s [o, therefore it is ſafer adhering to 
the Scripture, and let Tradition ſhitt for it ſelf. You and we are agreed that 
there are ſufficient Motives of Credibility, to believe the Scripture; but we 
deny that there are any ſuch Morzves to believe the preſent Churches Ifalli- 
bility ; therefore it 1s ſafer to believe the Scripture, than the preſent Church: 
So that this Principle, if improved by theſe,and other I-ffaxces, will redound 
more to our advantage, than yours, conſidering that in the caſe we grant it 
as to you, it 1s joyned with a Proteſtt:0% of the extreme hazard which thoſe 
run, who venture on your Communion, on the account of it ; bur there is 
no ſuch danger upon the agreement with us in thoſe Principles which are 
agreed upon between us. _ £ 
. His Lordſhip anſwers truly, 4:7 this Propoſition, That tn point of Faith 
and Salvation, *tis ſafeſt for « man to take that way which the adverſary ronfeſſes, 
or differing parties agree in, is no Metaphyſical Principle, but 2 bare contingent 
Propoſition, and may be true or falſe as the matter is to which it is applyed, and ſo 
of no neceſſary truth in it ſelf, nor able to lead in the Contluſion. Becauſe conſent of 
diſagreeing parties, is neither Rule, nor Proof of Truth. For Herod and Pilate, 
diſagreeing parties enough, yet agreed againſt Truth it ſelf. But Truth rather is, of 
ould be, the Rule to frame, if not to force agreement. And to prove this further, 
his Lordſhip ſhews, That if this Principle hold good, that *tis ſafeſt tobelieve as 
the diſſenting parties agreegor as the adverſe party confeſſes,a man muſt be an Here- 
rick in the higheſt deoree, if not an Infidel, For, 1. In the Queſtion between the Or- 
thodox and Arrian concernins the Conſabſtantiality of the Sox of God with the Fa- 
ther ; The Orthodox confeſſed that which the Arrians aſſerted; viz. that Chriſt 
was of a like nature with his Father ; but they added more, viz. that he was of the 
{ame nature. Therefore upon this Principle it would be ſafeſt holding with the Ar- 
rians. 2, In the Queſtion ubout the Reſurreion ; the diſſenting parties agree, 
that there on2ht to be a Reſurrection from ſin, to the ſtate of grace, and that this 
Reſurredtion only is meant in divers paſſages of Scripture, together with the life of 
the ſoul, which they are content to [ay is Immortal ; but they deny any Reſaurretion 
of the body after death. And therefore — this Principle be trueg it wall be ſafeff 
ece ry 
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to deny the Article of the Reſarredion. 3. In the great diſpute about rhe 
Unity of the Godhead ; all diſſenting parties, Jew, lurk, and Chriſtian, and all 


ſefts of Chriſtians, agree in this, that there is but one God ; and ſo by wvirtne of 


this Principle, men will be bound to deny the Trinity. 4. In the Article of the 
Divinity of Chriſt, The diſſenting parties agree fully and clearly, that Chriſt is 
man ; but the Hereticks deny him to be God : if tt be therefore ſafeſt to v0 by 


the conſent of diſſenting parties, or the confeſſion of adverſaries, it will be [afeſt 


believing that Chriſt is a meer man, and not God, From whence his Lordſhip 
mot evidently proves, / hat this Rule, Torefolve a mans Faith into that, tn 
which the diſſenting parties agree, or which the adverſe. party confeſſes, is a meer 
contingent Propoſition, and is as often falſe as true. And falſe in .us great, if not 
greater matters than thoſe, in wh:c it is true. And where it 15 truc, v0 dare not 
govern your ſelves by it ; the Church of Rome condeening thoſe thinzs which 
that Rule proves. An his Lordſhip juſtly admires, that while you talk of Cer- 


taint), nay, of Infallibility, you are driven to make nſ: of ſuch poor ſhifts as theſe, 


which have no Certainty at all of Truth in them, but inferr Flſhood and [ruth 
alike. And yet for this alſo, men will be ſo weak, or fo wilful, as to be ſeduced by 
ox... But now 1tis time to take notice, what Anſwer you return to theſe 
pregnant I»/tarces which his Lordſhip uſes ; and you think to take of all 
this by one General Anſwer, viz. 1 hat the Rule ſpealts this preciſely, and na 
more, VIZ. that when two parties atffer in point of Religion, tis tn prudence ſafeſt 
ro-take that way wherein both parties grant Salvation to be obtainable; but 132 the 
former Inſtances, Salvation was not allowed by the Orthodox to the diſſenters. 


' But, how poor an Evaſion this 1s, will be very ealily diſcovered. For, 1. If 
that Principle be. true, it muſt be built on that which his Lordſhip diſproves, 


wiz. That when twa parties diſagree, it is ſafeſt believing that which both conſent 
in, For, let any reaſonable man judge, on what account I ought to make 
choice of your Religion ; you lay, Becauſe both parties are agreed thit men may 
beſavedin your Church ; well then, I ask, Why I ought to believethar which 
bath parties are agreed in? Doth it nor necetlarily reſvlye it ſelf into rhis 
Principle, That rt is ſafeſt believing that which both parties conſent in? For if 
this be not ſafeſt, Why ſhould T be more inclined by their conſent, than other- 
wiſe? So that if you let go this, you let go the only toundation on which 
that Principle ſtands. For if the conſenting parties may. agree in a falſhood, 
What evidence can have, but that this is one of thoſe falſhoo.is they may 
agree in? And therefore it is far from being the ſafeſt way ro venture upon 
thar which the diſſenting parries agree in. And becauſe Salvation is a matrer 
of the higheſt moment, it the Principle will not hold as to matter of particu» 
lar Opinion, , much leſs certainly in the moſt weighty aifair of mens eternal 
Setvation.And it ought to be a ſafe Principle indeed, which men ſhould ve 
ture their ſouls upon, and not ſo uncertain 7opica/an Argument as this is. *0 
that it is fo far from being a matter of pruderce to make choice of Religion on 
ſuch a Principle, that no man can be guilty of greater weakneſs or 1mpru- 
dence, than by doing ſo. 2. It this Principle ſhould be limired only to a poſi 
bility of Salvation, yet,as to that,it 15 eaſie to diſcover, how falſe and uncertain 
a principle it is, becaule it is generally the nature of Ss, to be uzcharitable, 
and todeny S:/vaton to all but themſelves : Whereas the Orthodox Chr:ft+- 
aps inallages have hoped the beſt of thoſe who were milled among them; 
and on this ground it would {ti]] be ſafer to be on the S-ctarzes, than the 
Cheurches {1de. You have therefore gained an excellent Principle for the advan- 
rage of your Church ; which, it it hold for you, will hold as well for the mot 
uncharitable S:ttarics that arein the world. Nay, we may go ſomew hat 
further; and, What think you if Hearheniſm it lelt will be proved the ſafeſt 
way to oalvation? For many of you agree with thein,'/ pat many of them might 
be ſaved, without any explicite knowledge of Chriſt ; but they deny, you = - 
ate 
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ſaved by it : if then this Principle be ſound, farewel the Church of Rome, and 
welcome Ph:loſophy. It you lay, They are only ſome among you who aſſert the 
poſſivility of the Salvation of Heatheas ; you know, the very ſame Anſwer 
will hold as to us ; for, you confels, That many Proteſtants grant no more to 
you, than you do to them, in order to Salvation, It you lay, That Heathens may 
be ſaved only on ſuppoſition of a general Repeatance ; that is all that any of us 
fayas to you. Sothar if the Argument will hold one way, it muſt the 
other too ; and it argues, you are very much to ſeek for proofs, when you 
make uſe of this to perſwade men to be of yourChurch.And you havenocauſle 
to triumph in the Converſion of ſuch, who ſutter themſelves ro be impoſed 
on by ſo palpable a piece of S9ph;fry as this is, But your way is to deal with 
the weakeſt, and ſuch as are cap ble of ſuch eaſie ;»pre/ioxs as theſe are. 
His Lordſhip, from that which was expreſſed; comes to that which was 
implyed in this Argument, v2. / hat we cannot be ſaved, becanſe we ave out of 
the Charch.As to which, he faith, We are not ont of the Catholick Charch, becauſe 
not within the Roman. For th: Roman Chyrch, and the Church of England, are 
but t.vo diſtinft members of that Catholick Charch, which is ſpread over the face of 
the earth, If you can prove, that ROMe 7s properly the Catholick Church it ſelf, 
ſpeax ont, anA prove it, This you lay, YOu have Aone already x but, how poorly, 
let the Reader judge. But, when you add, 7 hat iz the day of account, the Ro- 
man Church will be found not an tlaer Siſter, but a Mother; it will be well for 
her, if it prove not, only in the ſenſe wherein B:b3/ox the Great is called ſo; 
viz. the Mother of Harlots and abominations of the Earth. 
The Controverſie, you tell us, goes oz touching Roman-Catholicks Salvation; 

and we mult follow it ; though without breaking it into ſeveral Chprers, as 

ou do, that ſo we may lay together all that belongs to the fame ſubjeA.And 

ere his Lordſhip diltinguithes zhe caſe of ſuch, whoſe calling ard ſufficiency gives 
th:m a greater capacity for under ſtaxding the 1 ruth ; and ſuch; whom, as $. Au- 

uſtin ſpeaks, the ſimplicity of believing makes ſafe» So that there's no Queſtion, 
Pich he, but many were ſaved in corrupted times of the Church; when their leaders, 
wnleſs thy repented before death, were loſf, Which he underſtands, of {uch 
Leaders, as £1 to har the Chirches inſtruction, or 10 uſe all the means they can 
to come to thimnovledoe of the | ruth. For if thry do this, err they nay; but He- 
retichs they are at ; 4s 13 mol mwnifcſt ia $. Cypriatt's cafe of Re-baptization. 
But when Leaders add Sch (12 to Herefi:, and Obſtinacy to both, they are loſt with- 
out Repentance, wh-l: m:ny that ſuccced them inthe errour only without obſtinacy 
may be ſaved, That 15, tn caſe they hold theſe errours not ſupinely, not pertinact- 
only, not uncharitably, at fattionſly, 1. CE. 1a cafe all endeavonrs be nſcd aftey Truth 
and Peace, and all expreſſions of” Charity ſhewed to all who retain an internal 
Communion with the whole viſible Church of Chriſt in the fundamental points 
of Faith, Such as theſe he confeſſes to be in a ſtate of Salvation, thouoh their 
miſ-l-aders periſh. This is the ſumm of his Lordſhips diſcourfe. Which 
you call, z h-4vy doom again{t all th: Roman Doctors in general (for what 
you ſiy before 1s a meer declamation and repetition of what hath been 
often examined.) Bur you ask, How co:4d they be all loſt; mho by the Biſhops 
OWn Principles, were membcrs of the trne viſible Church of Chriſt, by reaſon of 
their being b iptizea, and holding the Foundation ? Bur, Doth his Lordſhi 


ſay, that all ſich asare withinthe Church, are undoubtedly ſaved? For he 


only ſaith, '[ hat no 1242 can be ſaid ſimply to be out of the wiſible Church, that 
is baptized, and holds the Foundation. The moſt then that can be inferred 
meerly from being within the. Church, is only, the poſſibility of Salvation, 
notwithſtanding which, I ſuppoſe you will not deny, but many who have a 
poſſibility of Salvation, may yet certainly periſh. For many may hold 
the Foundation it lelf doitriaally, who may not hold it /avizely ; and there- 
fore it is a pitiful inference, becauſe he grants they are members of the 

Eeec 2 Church. 
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Church, therefore it follows from his Principles, they cammor be loft, But you 
are ina very {ad condition, if you have no other groundfor your Salvarior, 
but being members of rhat which you account the Carholick Church. When 
Chriſt himſelf faith, Every branch in me, that beareth not fruit, he taketh away . 
How much more ſuch, who have nothingelſe to plead for their S:/vation, 
but that they are in the Church ? It is not theretore the bare do#riza/ holding 
that Farth which makesthem meinbers of the Church, which can give them 
atitle to Sz/vation; unleſs all fincere endeavours be uſed to tind out, what 
the will of God is,and to practice it when it is known. But, you ſay, Tour 
leaders did not ref:fe the Churches inſtruttions, for they taught as the Church 
taught for many hundred ycars together ; and, MW hat other 'means could they be 
bonnd to uſe than they did, to come to the knorledze of the Truth ? Yes, there 
were other means which they moſt ſupincly negleCted themſelves, and moſt 
dangerouſly with-held from others, 12. the plain and undoubred word of. (od, 
which is the only Infallible Rule of Faith. And let any Church whatſoever 
teach againſt this, it muſt incurr the ſame Anathema which S. Pay! Pronoun- 
ces againlt az Anzel from Heaven, it he teaches any other DoQrine. Did 
thoſe then take care of their own, and others ſouls, whoſe greateſt care was 
to/ock the Scripture up from the view of the people, and minded it fo little 
themſelves ; which yet alone zs ab/e 70 make men wiſe to ſalvation. But you 
take the greateſt advantage of his vindication of S. Cyprian and his followers, 
for therein you ſay, He windicates more the Roman-Catholick Dotors,who had 
alwates the univerſal prattice of the Church on their ſide which they oppeſed ; and 
condemns Proteſtants, becauſe, if S. Cyprian's followers were in ſuch danger for 
oppoſing the whole Church, ſo muſt they be too, who, you ſay, have oppoſed the Chur- 
ches Inſtruction given them by the voice of a General Council, But, Who is. ſo 
blind as not to diſcern that all this proceeds =_ a palpable ing the 
Queſtion, viz. thar the whole Church is of your ide, and againſt us ? which 
I have ſooften diſcover'd to be a notorious falſhood, that there is no neceſſi» 
ty.at all here to repeat it. But, if we grant you that liberty to ſuppoſe your 
ves to be the whole and only Church, you will not more eaſily acquit all your 
Dofors, than condemn Proteſtants, both reachers and people. However, by 
this we ſee, that you have noother way to dothe one, or thee@#her ; but by 
ſuppoſing what you can never prove, and which none in their wits will ever 
grant Fou. 

T he greateſt part of the thirty ſeventh Paragraph in his Lorſhips Book, is (you 
lay) taken up with perſonal matters, and matters of fait, in which you will not 
interpoſe ; and you might as well have ſpared your pains in that which you 
nieh at, ſince they are ſpent only upon a bare aſſerting the Greek Church to 
be guilty of fundamemalerrours (which we have at large diſproved at the 
very beginning ; but, as his Lordſhip ſayes, you labour 1ndced but like a horſe 
ina Mill ; no farther at night than at noon ; the ſame thing over and over avain ; 
and fo we find it almoſt to the end of your Book ) ard as vain an attempt to 


clear your Church from any trrour endanoertng Silvation, Tor, Whether the er- 


rours of your Church be fundamental in themſelves, or only by reduction and 
conſequence ; whether you hold all fuzdamertal points literally, or no; yet 
it we prove you guilty of any groſs, danzero's, and damnable errours ( as his 
Lordſhip atlerts you are} that will be abundantly ſufficient to our purpoſe, 
that, Tours cannot poſſibly be any ſafe way to Salvation. And, although ve 
ſhould grant your Church right in the expoſition of the 7hree Creeds, yet if 
you aflert any other err0urs of a dangerous nature, your right expoſition of 
them cannot ſecure the ſou/s of men from the darger they run themſelves 
upon, by embracing the other. So much for the Argument drawn from the 


poſſebility of Salvation in the Roman Church, 
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CHAP. V: 
The Safety of the Proteſtant Faith. , 


The ſufficiency of the Proteſtant Faith to Salvation, manifeſted by diſproving the 
Cavils againſt it. T. C's tedious Repetitions paſſed over. The Argument 
from Poſſeſſion at large conſider'd. No Preſcription allowable, where the Law 
hath antecedently determined the right. Of the Infallibility of Oral Traditi- 
on. That, contrary to the received Dottrine of the Roman Church ; and init 
! ſelf unreaſonable. The Grounds of it examined. The ridiculouſneſs of the 
| Plea of bare Poſſeſſion, diſcovered; General Anſwers returned to the remain- 
ina Chapters, conſiſting wholly of things already diſcuſſed: The place of 
S. Cyprian to Cornelius particularly vindicated. The proof of Succeſſion of 
DotGtrine lyes on the Romaniſts by their own Principles. 


A Lthough rhis Subje&t hath been ſufficiently cleared in the Controverſie, &. t- 
A concerning the reſolution of Faith; yet the nature of our task requires 
that we ſo far reſume the debate of it, as any thing undiſcufſed already of- 
fers it ſelf to conſideration. For I cannot think it a civil way of treatin 
the Reader, tocloy him with Tautologies, or Repetitions ; nor can TI thin 
it a way to fatisfic him, rather by ſome incidental paſſages, than by a full 
and free debate. In all thoſe things then, which we have had occaſion to 
handle already, I ſhall remit the Reader to the precedent diſcourſes ; but 
whatever: hath the face of being new and pertinent, I ſhall readily examine 
the force of it. The occaſion of this freſh Debate was a new Queſtion of 
the Lady ; Whether ſhe might be ſaved in the Proteſtant Faith? In anſwering 
| whereof, you ſay, 7 he parties conferring are put into new heats ; Upon my ſoul 
( faid the Biſhop) you may. Upon my ſoul (ſaid Mr. Filter) there's but, 0ne 
ſaving Faith, and that's the Roman. Since the confidence ſeems equal on 
both ſides, we muſt examine, Which is built on the ſtronger reaſon. And 
his Lordſhip's comes firlt to be examined ; which he ofers very freely to 
examination. For, faith he, zo believe the Scripture and the Creeds ; to believe 
theſe in the ſenſe of the Ancient Primitive Church ; to receive the four great Ge- 
neral Councils ſo much maznified by Antiquity ; to believe all points of Doctrine 
generally received as fundamental in the Church of Chriſt, is a_ Faith, in which 
to live and dye, cannot but give Salvation. And therefore, ſaith he, I went upon 
ſare ground in the adventure of my ſoul upor that Faith, Beſides, in all the points 
controverted between nts, I would fainſee any one point maintain'd by the Church 
of England, that can be proved to depart from the foundation. Ton have many 
dangerous errours about the wery foundation, ia that which you call the Roman 
Faith ; but there I leave you to look to your own ſoul, and theirs whom you ſeduce, 
Thr far his Lordſhip. Two things you feem to anſwer to this. x. That ſuch 
a Faith may not be ſufficient. 2. That ours is not ſuch a Faith. 1. That ſuch a 
Faith may not be ſufficient, becauſe you ſuppoſe it neceſſary to believe the Infallibility 
#f the preſent Church, and General Conncils : But that we are now excuſed 
from a freſhenquiry into ; but you would ſeem to inferr it from his own 
principles of /ub-i//ion to General Councils, But by what peculiar Arts you PÞ: 733: 
can thence draw, that ſome thing elle 1s neceſſary to be believed in order 
to Salvation beſides what hath been owned as Fundamentals in all ages, 
Lam yet to learn. And ſure you were much tofeek for ——_— os 
you could not diſtinguiſh between the neceſſity of external fubmiſlion and 
internal aſſent. | 
But the ſecond is the main thing you quarrel with, 272, That the Engliſh: 
Proteſtant Faith is really and inaced [uch a Fatth : and this you a at 
Arge 


«L3> 
*Y 


The Safety of the Proteſtant Faith. Part I I. 


—____ 


E1thoP Coſcrs 
Scholaſtical 
Hiſtcry of the 
Canon of 
Scripture. 


bY 


P. 330, 


P. 331. 
P. 332. 


ÞP. 334. 
UV. 335+ 


large to diſprove. You ask firſt, Whether we believe all Scripture, Or only a 
part of it ? weanlwer, All without exception that is Scripture, #. e. hath any 
evidence that ever it was of D/v;e Revelation. In this, you ſay, we profeſs 
more than we can make good, ſeeing we refuſe many books owned for Canonical by 
the Primitive Church, and imbrace ſome which were not, But in both you 


aſſert that, which we are ſure you are never able to defend ; ſince we are 


Content to put it upon as fair a tryal as you can delire, v2. That the Chyrch 

of Eavland doth fully agree with the Primitive Church, as to the Canon of 
Scripture. Which hath been already made good by the ſucceſsful ciligence 
of a learned B/ſhopof our Church, to whom I refer you cither for ſatistacti- 
on or confuſion. But you arethe men whoſe bare words and bold affirma- 
tions muſt weigh more than the greateſt evidence of reaſon or Antiquity. 
You love to pronounce, where you are loth to prove ; and think to bear 
men down with contidence, where you are afraid to enter the liſts. Bur 
our Faith (tands not on fo ſandy a Foundation to be blown down with your 
biggeſt words ; which have thar property of wind in them tobe leight and 
loud. When you will attempt to prove that the Boks calPd Apocrypha have 
had an equal teſtimony of Divine Authority with thoſe we receive into the 
Canon of Seripture, you may mect with a turther Anſwer upon that Subject. 
Jult as much you lay to diſprove our believing Scripture, and the Creeds in the 
PrimitiveChurch ;, Yor, you lay, 1 he Fathers oppoſe us, we deny it : you ſay, 
The Councils condemn us, we lay and prove the contrary. You offer again 
at ſome broken evidences of the ”opes Supremacy from Councils and Fathers ; 
but thoſe have been diſcuſſed already : and the ſenſe of the Church at large 
manifeſted to be contrary to it. Bur I fear your matters lye very ill con- 
cotted upon your ſtomach, you bring them us ſo often up ; but I am not 
bound to dane in a circle becauſe you do ſo. And therefore Iproceed ; but 
wv hen hope to do fo, you pull me back again to the I»fallibility of Conncils 
and the Church, the queſtion of Fundamentals and the Greek Church ; and 
ſcarce a page between, bur in comes again the Popes Supremacy as freſh, as if 
ir had been nover handled betore. But I aſſure you after this rate, I wonder 
YOu ever Came to an end, for you might have writ all your lite time atter 
rhat manner. For the dccretal Epiſtles (thoſe impregnable teſtimonies ) 
S. Cyprian, Optatus, Hierom, Auſtin, the Council of Sardica, Epheſus, Chalcedon, 
and all the baffled and impertinent proots you think on, mult be preſſed 
to do new ſervice, though they had run out of the Feld before. And this 
you call a General Conſent of the Fathers of the Primitive Church ; bur 
I muſt beg the Reader not to be ſcared with theſe v/2.2r4s, for if he touches 
thein they fall of, and then you will ſce them bluſh that they are ſo often 
abuicd to ſoill an end. But this is nor the only ſubject (7. the Popes 
Supremacy) Which you give us fo often over, but, within a page or two 
following, eater again worſhip of Images with as much ceremony as if it 
had never appeared; but till you have Anſwered what I have ſaid alrea- 
dy, zll that you have here is vain and 1mpertinent : inthe next page extcr 
{ramſubftantiation : mm the tollowing, exter again Infallibrlity of Conmculs, 
Pefolutioa of Farh, apocrypha books, Fund:meptals, Communion in one kind, 
&c. to the cnd of the Chapter. In all which I find but two things new, 
the one about Puroatory, which ve ſhall mcet with again; and the other 
vou call a A only by the way, but 1t 15 fo rare a one, 1t ought to be con- 
ficiered. 

W hich 1s, 7ht Proteſtants ought to prove their Faith agreeable to that of 
the Primitive Church by ſpecial undeniible evidence ; but they have not the 
like reaſon to require it of you Catholicks ( good reaſon tor it ) but, you lay, 
not that yo! are unable to do it, (no, who would ever ſuſpect that, who 
r.ads vour book ?) b:t becauſe yo are in fill and quiet polſeffion of your Faith, 
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ceſtours, that you dv, upon that ole ground of quiet poſſeſſion, juſtly preſcribe avainſ? 
your Adverſarics And your plea, you lay, muſt in all Lav and equity be admit- 
red for good, till they do by more pregnant and convincing arguments diſprove it, 
4nd ſhew that your poſſeſſion is not bon fidei, but g4in'd by force or fraud, or ſome 
other wronaful and unallowed means. To this, becauſe I have not yet confider- 
ed it, I ſhall now return the fuller Anſwer. And it appears that the proof. 
lyes upon you : For they who challenge full a4 quiet poſſeſſion by vertue of 
zmmemnorial tradition and ſ.ucceſſion trom their Axceſtours, ought to produce 
the conveyance of that zradition from him who alone could inveſt them in 
that poſſeſſion. For although this title of poſſe/#92 be of late ſo much in- 
ſiſted on by thoſe who ſee the weakneſs of other Arguments and are aſha- 
med to uſe them, yet whoſoever throughly ſarches it, will find it as weak 
and ridiculous as any other. For it is plain in this caſe the full r124t depends 
not upon meer occupancy, but a tirle muſt be pleaded, to ſhew that the poſ: 
ſeſſion is bone fide: ; lo that the Queſtion comes from the bare poſſe/on to the 
goodneſs of the title and the validity of it in juſtice and equity. Your title 
then is /mmemorial tradition from your Anceſtours : but here ſeveral things 
are to be conteſted, before your preſcription be allowed, 1. That no antecedent 
Law hath determin'd contrary to what you challenge by vertue of poſſeſſion. 
For if it hath, no preſcription 1s allowable in it. For, preſcription can only 
take place where the Law allows a liberty far preſcription ; but if the Law 
hath antecedently determin'dagainlt it, polſeſtn ſignifies nothing, but” the 
liberty to make good the 7Tz#/e. Would any man be ſo mad, as to think that 
preſcription of threeſcore years would have been ſuFcient in the Judaica/ 
Law, when all poſſeſſions were to return to their firſt owners by Law at 
every year of Jubilee ? So then the matter to be enquired here, is, Whar 
liberty of preſcriptions allowed by vertue of the Law of Chriſt ; for ſince 
he hath made Laws to Govern his Church by, it is moſt ſenſleſs pleading 
preſcription, till you have particularly examurd, how tar ſuch preſcription 15 
allowed by him. Let us then ſuppole, that any of the matters indifference 
between us, are one way or other determined. by him, viz. Whether the 
Biſhop of Rome be Head of the Churchor no, Whether the preſent Church he 
Infallible or no. What do you fay ? Hath he determined theſe things, ar 
hath he not ? If he hath determined them one way or other, it is to no-pur- 
poſe in the world to plead poſſe/zo7 or preſcription ; for theſe ſignzhe nothing 
againſt Law, So that the queſtion muſt be wholly removed from the pea 
of poſſeſies and it muſt be tryed upon this iſſue, whether Chri/# by his Law 
hath determined on your fide or ours ? It may be you will tell me, Thar 7 
this caſe preſcription interprets Law, and that the Churches poſſeſſion argues. £. W45 
the will of Chriſt. But ſtill the proof lyes upon your ſide, ſince yau run your 
ſe|f into new bryars; for you mult prove that there is no.way to interpret 
this Law, but by the praCtice of the Church, and . which is the ag57v v:/& 
of all, That the Church cannot come into the poſſeſſion of any thing, but 
what was originally given her by the Leez/faror. Which is a task necel: 
farily incumbent on you to prove, and I ſuppoſe you will find ſo much dif- 
ficulty in it, that you had as good run back to Super have Petram, and Paſee 
oves, as undertake to manage it. He that undertakes to prove it impoſſi- 
ble that the Ch»rch ſhould claim poſſe/iox by an undue title ; mult prove 
it impoſſible, that the Church {hould ever be deceived. And herein we 
ſee the excellent way of this proof. For ſ{uppole the matter in diſpute be 
the Roman Churches Infallibility, this, vou ſay, you are in poſſei/ion of (though 
that be the thing in queſtion), well, we will ſuppoſe it, that we may 
diſcern your proots. I demand then, On what account do you challenge 
this? you ſay, By preſcription. 1 further ask, How you prove this preſcription 
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{uthicient ? you ſay, Becauſe the Church cannot challenge any thing but what be- 
legs toher. 1 demand a proof of that : your Anſwer muſt be, Becauſe the 
Church cannot be deceived ; To that the proof at laſt comes to this, The Church 
is Ifallible becauſe (he is Infallible. 

Well, but ſuppoſe this Ifalbi/ity challenged, be only an Iafll:biliry of 
Tradition, and not a Doftrinal Infallibility neither Pope or Conncils ; Yet [till 
Tam as unſatisfied as ever. For Task, Whether am I bound to believe whar 
the preſent Church delivers to be Infallible © Jes. On what account am I 
bound to believe it ? Becauſe the preſent Church canzot be decerved in what the 
Charch of the former aze believed, nor that in the preceding, and ſo up till the time 
of Chriſt. . But, 1. How can you afſure me, the preſent Chrch obliges me to 
believe nothing, bur only whar, and fo far, as it received it from the former 
Church ? What evidence can you bring to convince me, both that the Charch 
alway obſerved this 7»/c, and could never be deceived in it ? For I ſee the 
Roman Churchaſlerts, that things may be ge fide in one age, which were nor 
in another ; at leaſt Pope, a»d Councils challenge this, and this is the common 
Do&rine maintained there, and others are looked on as no members of their 
Church who aſſert the contrary ; but as perſons, at leaft wr-torronfly, it not 
attrally, excommunicate. Where rhen ſhall T ſaristic my {elf what the ſenſe of 
yourChurch is, as tothis paricular ? Muſt I believe a very few perſons whom 
the reſt diſown as Heretical and Seditious perſons? or ought I nat rather to 
takethe judgement of the greateſt and mo!t approv'd perſons in that Church ? 
And theſe diſown any ſuch Dorine ; bur aſſert that the Chrch may deter- 
mine things de fide which were not fo before . in which caſe I ask, Whether, 
whiena thing is de zovo determined to be ae file, that Church believed as the 
precedent did, or no? If it did, How comes any thing to be ae fide which 
was not before? If it did not, What aſſurance can have that every age of 


_ the Charchbelieves juſt as the precedent did, and no otherwiſc ? when I ſee 


they profeſs the contrary. Andit a thing may be 4 fde in one age, which 
was not ina foregoing, then a Church way deliver that as a matter of Faith 
at one time, which was never accounted ſo before: by which means the 
preſent Church may oblige me to belicve that a5 a matter of Fa/rh which 
never was ſo in Chriſt or the Apoſtles times, and fo the Jzfa!l:bi1:ty on the ac- 
count of Tradition is deſtroyed. 2. What ſecurity 1s there, that in no acc 
ofthe Church any praQtices ſhould come in, which were nor uſed in thc Pre- 
cedent? You may fay, Becauſe they could not be deceived what their fore-Ca- 
thers did ; but that ſatisfies not, unleſs you prove that all the Church in every 
age looked upon it ſelf as obliged to do nothing at all, but what their fore- 
Fathers did. For although they might know never ſo much what was done 
dy them, if hey did not judge themſelves bound ro obſerye unalterably what 
they did, this doth not hinder at all, but new cy/fo-zs and opinions might be 
introduced in the Church. And therefore I cangot but ;uſtly wonder, that 
any men of parts who profeſſedly diſown the _ wayes of cſtabliſhing 
the Roman Church ſhould think to ſatisfie rhemſelves with Oral '[rad:tion, 
and cry it up as ſo impregnable a thing. Becanfſe no aze of the Church can 
be deceived in what the foregoing aid and taught, Whereas a very lute 
of that reaſon, which rheſe men pretend to, might acquaint them, that rhe 
force of it doth not lye in their capacity to know what was done by others, 
bur in their obljgation not to vary at all trom it. For the main weight of 
the Argument lyes here, 7hat xothing hath bee changed inthe Fatth or Praictic» 
of the Chrch, which being the ting to be proved, the bare know ledge of 
what was believed or practiſed, 1s not ſufficient to prove it ; for men may; 
know very well what others believe ani do, and yet may believe and do 
quite contrary themſelves. Bur the only thing to be proved in this caſc 
15, That every age of the Charch, and all perſons in it looked upon them- 
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lelves as obliged; not ta vary in any thing from the Dodrine or practice of 
the precedent age. And Iptay kt me know by whatdemonſtrative wediues 
can this he preved ; for ng lets than demonſtrations are ſpoRenbfby the mag- 
nifiers of this way ; alchough there be ſo little evidence if it; that it cannot 
wark but upan a very weak underſtanding, Muſt that ab{i2arion, rogbferve 
all which the precedext ace believed or pratliſed be praved by reaſoa, particu 
lar teftiprony, Or untverfal tradition ? And let theextallers of this way take 
their choice, {o they will undertake rg bring evidenee equal to the weight 

which deperids upon it. It:18 hard to conceive what regfox ſhould infarce it, 
but ſuch as proves the unpollibility of the contrary : And they haye urder- 

{tandines of another mayld from others, who can canceive it impoſſible thag 

men ſhould not think themſelves obliged to believe and dd all juſt as rheir 
Pxedeceſfors did. If particular teftimonies could be produced, they ſignifie 
no more, thatitheir own judgements; but we are, enquiring far the judge- 

ment of every age of the Chvrch, and the perſons who live init. And tp prove 
3h aniverſal tradition of this ob{ieation is the maſt difficult task of all, for it 

depends ypon the truth of that which 1s to be proved by it. For if they did 

nat think themſelves ob/iced to believe and da what their Predeceflors did; 

they could not think themſelves bound tq deliver ſuch att ob/jgation ta theit 

poſterity todo tt. And therefore you mult firſt prove the 94/2 47107 it {elf, be- 
fore you can ptfove the univerſal tradition of it. Far although oneage may 

deliver it, yet you cannot be aſſured rhat a former age did 1t.tothem ; un- 

le{s yau can prove, the fame ſenſe of this ob//gation ran rovougy them all. 

But this is fo far from being an »niverſal tradition, that the preſent age from 

which it hegins wes never agreed in it, as I have ſhewed already. 

3. It is to-no purpole to prove the zzwpoſſibility of pation, when I ſee men F. 
move! nomore it 1s to prove that tio aze of the Church could vary from the 
foregoing, when we can evidently prove that they have done it. And there- 
fore this Argumnent is interided only to carch eafie minr!s that care not for a 
fearch-into the Hiſtory of the ſeveral ages of the Church, bit had rather fit 
down witha ſuperficial ſubtilty than ſpend time im-further enquiries. For 
this Argument proceeds jult as if men ſhquld prove the world eternal by this 
medium; The preſent age lees no alteration init, and they could not be de- 
ceived in what their fore-fathers believed,nor they in theirs,and fo on'iz infi- 
#itum ; for no men did ever ſee rhe world made; and therefore it was nes 
ver made, and foeternal. But if we goabout to prove by reaſon the pro- 
duQtion of the wor/d, or by Scripture to ſhew that it was once made, ther 
this oral tradition is ſpoiled. And fo it is in the preſent caſe ; Theſe mert 
attempt to prove there could never be any alteration in the Faith or praQice 
of tle Church Gnce Chriſts time ; for the preſent age delivers what it had from 
the precedent, and ſo up till the firſt inſtitution of the Church: but tn the mearr 
time, if we can evidently prove that there hath been ſuch alterations in the 
Church, then it is to no purpoſe to prove that impoſſible which we ſee atu- 
ally done. And this appears, not only becauſe the Scripture ſuppoles a de- 
generacy in the Chriſtian Church, which could never be, if every age of the 
Church did infallibly believe and prattiſe as the precedent up to Chriſts time 
did ; but becauſe we can produce clear evidence, that ſome things are de- 
livered by the preſent Church which muſt be brought in by ſome age ſince 
thetime of Chriff, For which I ſhall referr you to what I have ſaid already 
concerning Communion in one kind, Invocation of Saints, aud Warſbip of 

Imazes. Tn all which I have proved evidently, that they were not int «ſc itf 
ſome ages of the Chriſtian Church ; and it is as evident that theſe are deli- 
veredby the prefent Church ; and therefore this principle muſt needs be falſe; 
For by thefe things it appears, that one age of the Church may differ int pra- 
Atice or opinion from another, and therefore this oral 2radirion cantiot be its- 
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fallible. . And yet this is the only way whereby a preſcription may be al- 


lowed, for this ofers to give a ſufficient zicle it it could be made good. 
But b-re poſifion in matters of Religion 1s a moſt ſenſlels plea ; and which 
would juſt fie Heatheniſmand Mahumeriſmas wellas your Church. 

2, It were worth knowing, What you mean by ful and quiet poſſeſſion of 
your Faith, Re l1270n, and Church, which you [ay you were 1N. Fither you mean, 
that you did believe the Dottrines of your Ch:rrch your ſelves, or that we 
were bound to believe them roo If you mean only the former, you are in as 
full poſſc/ion of them as ever, forl ſuppoſe all in your Church do believe 
chem ; if you intend by this poſſe/o, that we ought ro believe them becauſe 
you dd, this is a preſcription indeed, . b.t without any —_— or reaſon. 
for even {ert«l{12y whom you cite for preſcribing againtt Herericks, lays, 
[hat nothins can be- preſeribed againſt truth, Non ſpatium temporum, non 
patrocinia perſonariim, non privilegtum regionum. Neither length of rime, 
nor authority of perſons, nor prividedge of places. If you ſay, It was truth you 
ncre in p2ſſeſſion of, that is the thing to be proved; and if you can make thar 
appear we will not diſturb your poſſc/iop at all. Burt you muſt be ſure to 
prove it by ſomething elle befides your quiet and full Poſſeſſion; unleſs you 
can prove it impotTble that you ſhould be poſſeſſed of falſhoods; Bur we 


haveevidently ſhewn the contrary already. And if we examine a little fur- 


ther what this poſſc{tor is, we {hall ſee what an excellent rizhr it gives you 
to preſcribe by. . You were polſeſſed of your Fz::h, Religion, and Church, 
z.e, you cid believe the Romaz Church infallible, you believed the Popes Sz. 
premacy, Tranſubſtantiation, Purgatory, &c. And what then? Do you 
not believe them ſtill ? Yes doubtleſs. But, What is your quarrel with 
us then ?? Do we hinder you the Poſſe/ion of them ? No, but we ought to 
believ? th: tao. But, Why lo? becauſe you are in poſſeſſion of them. Wohar, 
Mult we then believe whatever you do, whether it bz true or falſe ? If 
this bethe me.:ning of your Poſſc/#2», you ought well to prove it, or elſe 
we {hall call it V/zxp ion. For it is a moſt ridiculouz thing for you to 
taik of Poſſe//jon, when the Queltion is, Whether there be any ſuch things 
in the world or no, as thoſe you ſay you are poſſeſſed of? We deny your 
Charches Tnfullibiltty, the Popes Srpremacy , Purgatory, &c. You mult 
firſt prove there are ſuch things = 1erum naturs, as Purgatory, Tranſub- 
frntiution, &c. before you can ſay, you are poſſeſſed of them : You muſt 
convince us, that your Church 1s Infallible, and that the Pope was made 
He-41 of the Church by Chriſt, and then we will grant you are 1n full poſſeſ- 
on of them, hut not before. So that you ſee, the Queſtion is not concerning 


the manner of Poſſe/ion, but of the things themſelves, which you call your 


Faith, Religion, and Church, in oppoſition to ours ; an4 therefore it is im- 
poſſible to plead Pr: ſcription, where there never was any Poſſeton at all. 
And theretore you clearly miſtake when you call us, The Azereſſors, for you 
are plainly the [79-75 in this caſe, and quarrel with us for not believing 
w hat you would have us ; and therefore you are bound to prove, and not 
we. So that there is no:hing you could challenge any Poſſe/io2 of in the 
Church of En2land, but ſome 1thority which the Pope had, which you elſe- 
where confels he m12ht be drprived of, as he was in Kino Henry*s time ; and 
which we offer to prove that he was not Poſſeſſor box fidei of, but that he 
came toit by frud and violence, and was deprived of it by a gal Power. 
Thus I have fully examined your Argument from Poſſe/i», becauſe it pre- 
ſents us with ſomething which had not bcen diſcuſſed before. 

But having takena view of all rhat remains, I find that it conſiſts of a 
bare Repetition of the Controverſies before diſcufſed, eſpecially concern- 
ing the certainty and grounds of Faith, the Infallibility of the Church, and 


General Conncils, and the Authority of the Roman Church; So that if you 
os had 
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had not an excellent faculty of ſaying moſt, where there is leaſt occaſion, I 
ſhould wonder at your deſign in ſpending ſeveral Chaprers in giving the 
ſame things, under other words. Unleſs 1t were an ambitioh of anſwerihg 
every clauſe in his Lordſhips Book, which carried you to it, though you 
only gave over and over what you had faid int many places before. Which 
is a piece of vanity I neither envy you for, nor ſhall I ſtrive to imitate you 
in; having made it my endeavour to lay thoſe grounds in the handlingeach 
Controverlie, that there ſhuuld not need any ſuch fruitleſs repetitions as you 
here give us. His Lordſhip, though he complains much -) it, was forced 
by his Azverſzrics importunity to return the ſame Anſwers in effe&t, which 
had been given before by him 1n the proper places ; but, whoſoever cont: 
pares what his Lordſhip ſaith, with what you pietend to anſwer, will find 
no neceſſity at all of my undergoing the ſame tedious and weariſome tasKk. 
Inſtead theretore of a particular Anſwer, I ſhall give only ſome gexeral ſtri- 
tures on what remains of theſe ſubjects, wliere there is any appearance of 
di Ficulty ; and conclude all with the examination of your Defence of Purga- 
zory, that being a ſubject which hath not yet come under our enquiry. Your 
main buſineſs is to perſwade us, that yours is the oaly ſaving Faith ; which 
you prove by this, The ſaving Faith is but one, yours ts cenfeſſed by us to be 2 
ſaving Faith ſtill ; therefore yours is the only ſaving Faith, But if you had 
conſidered on what that confeſſion depends, you could have made no Ar- 
gument at all of it ; for, when we ſay, that your Faith is ſaving, we mean 
no more but this, that you have ſo much of the common truths of Chri/tia- 
zity among you,that there isa poſſibility tor men to be ſaved in your Church ; 
but, Doth this imply, that yours is a/avizg Farth, in that ſenſe wherein ir is 
ſaid, There is but one /avizs Faith ? for in that Propoſition it is underſtood 
of all thoſe common fundamental Truths, which the Chri/tian Church of all 
ages hath been agreed in. And the ſaying, There is but oze ſaving Faith, is of 
the ſame ſenſe with the ſaying, There is but oxe true Religion in the world. 
The ſubſtance of what you would inferr from the ſaying of 4rhanaſins his 
Creed, Which if a man keeps n hole and inviolate (as you would have it) isthis, 
That a may ts equally bound to believe every Article of Faith. But you cannot 
mean, that it is ſimply neceſſary to do it, for that you diſclaim elſewhere, by 
your diltin*tton of things neceſſary from the matter and the formal reaſon of 
Faith ; and therefore it can only be meant of ſuch to whom thoſe obje#s of 
Futh areſufficiently propoſed,and ſo far we acknowledge it too,that it is ne- 
ceflary to Salvation for every man to believe that which he is convinced to 
be an object of Faith. For hot in > ſuch perſons mult call in queſtion God's 
Peracity ; butit f 2a would hence make it necclſary to believe all that your 
Churchpropoles for matter ot Faith, you muſt prove, that whatever your 
Chirch celivers, 1s as intallibly true, asif God himſelf ſpake ; and when you 
can per{wade us of this, we ſhall believe whatever is propounded by her. 
When you ſay, We cannot beliewe all Articles of Faith on the ſame formal rea. 
ſon, becauſe we deny the Churches Infllibility, it 1s apparent, that you make 
the Chyrches teſtimony the forma! rexſon of Faith ; and that you are bound to 
prove the Charch abſolutely Infillible, before we can believe any thing on 
her account. Neither doth it follow, Becauſe we deny that, therefore we pick 
xd chaſe our Faith; for we believe all without reſervation, which you,or any 
man can convince us was ever revealed by God. As to whatar large occurrs 
here again, about the [»falb::ty of Councils ; there is nothing but what hath 
been ſufficiently anſwered on that ſubject ; and fo reſerving the Queſtion of 
Purgatory,which is here brought in by his Lordſhip, asa further Inſtance of 
the errours of Gezzr.1/ Councils ; I pals on tothe two laft Chapters: In which 
we meet again with the objected inconveniencies, rom queſtioning the Infalli- 
bility of the Church and Councils, That then Faith would be uncertain, and private 
| Fiif 2 perſons 
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perſons mizht ſnage of Councils, and if they may err in one, they may err inall ; 
as freſh as if they had never been heard of before. Only the Argument 
from Rom. 10.15. That becauſe none can preach except they be ſent, therefore 
the preſent Church is Infallible, 1s both new and excellent, on which account 
T let it paſs. If your Church, with all her 1falibi/:ty, can do no more, as 
you confels, in reterence to Hereſies, but only ſecure the faithful members of the 
Church, who have due care of themſelves, and perform their duty well towards 
their Lawful Paſtors ; you have little cauſe to boaſt of the great priviledge of 
it, and as little bo to contend for the neceſſity of it, fince ſo much is 
done without it, and on {':rer grounds by the Scriptures, and the uſe of other 
means which fall ſhort oi 7-f111r9:1:ty. | 

In the beginning of your lat Chapter, we have a large diſpure concern- 
Ing S. Cyprian's Meaning, 1N his 45 Epiſtlc to Cornelins, where he ſpeaks of 
th: root and matrix of th: Catholick Church, vis, Whether by that, the Ro- 
ap Church be underſtood or no? His Lordſhip faith, Nor, and gives many 
reaſons for it ; you maintain che contrary ; bur the buſinels may be ſoon 
decided uron a true itate of the occaſion of writing that Epiſtle. Which 


. in ſhort was this ; It ſeeins, Letters had been ſent inthe name of Po/;c2rp 


Bijhop of the Colozmy of Adrumwtt 1172 directed to Cornelizes at Roz... 2 put C 3- 
prianand Liberal:s coming thither, and acquainting the C/7; rhete with 
the reſolution of the Afr:/cx hops to lulpend communion either with Cor - 
nel: us, or Novatizþuits, till the return of Ca/aopnim and Fortunatus, who were 
ſent on purpoſe to give an account of the proceedings there, the C/:r2y of 
Adrumrttium upon this writing to Rome, direct their Letters not to Corxel:- 
72, but to the Romain Clrcy. Which Cornelius ( being it ſeems informed by 
ſo:ne, as though ir wes 20ne by S. Crprian's Connſel)) takes oFcnce at, and 
writes to Cyprza about ir. Who gives him in this Ez//e the account of it, 
that it was only done, that there might beno diſſent among themſelves up- 
on this difference at Rome, and rhat they only ſuf ended then tentence till 
the return of Caldonins and Fortunats, who might cither bring them word 
that all was compoſed it Rome, or elle ſatistic them, who was the lawful- 
ly ordained Byſhop. And therefore, as ſoon as they underſtood that Corze- 
lus was the lawful Biſhop, they unanimouſly declare for him, and order all 
Letters to be ſent to him, and that his communion ſhould be embraced. 
This is the ſubſtance of that Ep://c. Bur, it ſeems Corxelizes was moved at 
S. Cypriaz's ſuſpending himſelf, as though 1t were done out of diſ-favour to 
him; which Cypr44 to clear himſelf of, tells him, That his deſign was on- 
ly to preſerve the Unity of the Catholick Church, For, ſaith he, we grve 
this advice to all thiſe nho the mean time had occaſion to ſail to Rome, ut 
Fccleſix Catholicx radicem & matricem agnoſcerent & tencrent ; that they 
would tcknowledov and hold tothe root and matrix of the Catholick Charch, by 
which his Lordſhip underſtands, the Unity of the Church Catholick ; you, the 
particular Church of Rome. Bur it 1s apparent, the meaning of this Conſe! 
was, to prevent thicir participation in the Schi/-z, So that it, upon their co- 
ming to Rome, the Schſmatical party was evidently known from the other 
(which they might, I grant, ſoon underſtand there, by the circumſtances of 
a®airs) they ſhould joyn themſelves with that par: which preſerved the Upr- 
r; of the Catholick Church, Which I rake to be the true meaning of S. Cypri- 
4. Fur in caſe the matter ſhould prove diſputable at Ru: and the matter 
bc referred toother Chrrches, then by virtue of this advice, they were bound 
to ſuſpend their communion with exgher party, till rhe Carhelrck Church had 
declai*d it ſelf. By this account of the buſineſs, all your Arguments come 
ro nothing : for they only prove that which T grant, viz. 7 hat 1 caſe it ap- 


| pearrd at Roine, which ws the Catholick party, the; mere to communicate with 1t : 


but this was not, becauſe the Carholick party at Rome was the root and ma: 
trix 
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zrix of the Catholick Church (for on that account the party of Nowatianmn 
might have been ſo too, if Novatianus had been lawful Biſhop) but their 
holding to the roo? of the Catholick Church, would oblige them to communi- 
cate only with that pare, which did preſerve the Uzity of ir. For the Con- 
troverſie now at Rowe was between two parties both challenging an equal 
right ; and theretore if S. Cyprian had only adviſed them to communicate 
with the Roman Church, becauſe that was the root and watrix of the Carho- 
lick Church, his advice had ſignified nothing ; for the Queſtion was not be- 
tween the Church of Rome, and other Churches, in which caſe it might have 
been pertinent to have ſaid, they ſhould adhere to the Church of Rome, be- 
cauſe that was the root, &c. But when the difference was at Rome it lelf 
between two Brſhops there, this reaſon had been wholly impertinent ; for 
the only reaſon proper in this calc, muſtbe ſuch as muſt d:ſcriminate the one 
party from the other, which this could not do, becauſe it was equally chal- 
lenged by them both. And had belonged to one as well as the other, in caſe 
Novatianus had proved the lawtul Brijhop, and not Corzelius. And there- 
fore the ſenſe of Cypriaz's words mult be ſuch as might give direction which 
party to joyn with at Rowe, on whichaccount they cannot import any pri- 
viledge of the Chnrch of Rome over other Churches, buit only contain this 
advice, that they ſhould hold to the Vxzty of the Catholick Church, and com- 
municate only with that party which did it. This reaſon is ſoclear and evi- 
dent to me, that this place cannot be underſtood of any priviledge of the 
Church of Rome,above other Churches, that if there were nothing elſe to in- 
duce me to believe it, this were ſo pregnant, that I could not reſiſt the 
force of it. | TE 

But beſides this, his Lordſhip proves that elſewhere S. Cypriaz ſpeaks in 
his own perſon with other Catholick Biſhops, nos qui Eccleſie unius caput & 
radicens tenemus, we who hold the head and root of one Church, by which it ap- 
pears, he conld not make the Church of Roxze the root and matrix of the Ca- 
tholick; this being under{tood of the Unity 2nd Society of the Catholick Charch, 
without relation to the Churchof Rome : and S. Cyprian writes to Corpelins, 
that they had ſent Ca/donins and Fortnnatus to reduce the Church of Rome to 
the Unity and Communion of the Catholick Church; and becaule no particular 
Church can be the roor of the Catholick, and if any were, Fernſalew might 
more pretend to it than Roxxe, and becauſe S. Cyprian and his Brethren durſt 
not have ſuſpended their communion at all, if they had looked on the Church 
of Rome as the root and matrix of the Catholick, as Baronins confeſſes they 
did, all which things are largely infiſted on by his Lordſhip, and do all con- 
firm, that hereby was not meant any Authority or Priviledge of the Church 
of Rome above other Apoſtolical Churches, which in reſpect of the leſſer 
Churches which came trom them, are called Matrices Eccleſie, by Tertulliax 
and others. But you are ſtill ſo very unreaſonable, that though no more 
be faid of the Church of Rome, than might be faid of any other Apoſtolical 
Church, yet becauſe it is ſaid of the Church of Rome, it muſt import ſome 
huge Authority, which if it had been faid of any other, would have been 
interpreted by your ſelves into nothing : For ſo do you deal with us here; 
for, becauſe it 15 ſaid, that they who joined with Cor-2e/7ze5, did preſerve the 
Unity of the Catholick Charch, therefore it muſt needs be underſtood, that 
the Roman Church is the r00t of the Catholick. But he muſt have a very mean 
underſtanding,that can be ſwayed by ſuch trifles as theſe are:For, W asthere 
not a Catholick and Schiſmatical party then ar Rome ? and if they who joyn- 
ed with Novatianus, did ſeparate from the Cartholick Church, then they who 
were in communion with Corzelins, muſt preſerve the Unity of it. Ard, 
Would not this Argument as well prove the Catho/7ch party at Carthage to 
be the root and matrix of the Catholick Church, as at Rome ? But ſuch 
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kind of things mult they deal with,who are reſolved to maintain a caule,and 
yet are deſtitute of b-tter means to doit with. So that I cannot fndany 
thing in all your Anſwer,but what would equally hold tor any other Church 
at that time, which was ſo divided as Rome was; confidering the great care 


that then was uſed co preſerve the Unity of the Catholick Chirch. And what 


particularly S. Cypr:az's apprehenſion was concerning the ature and Unrty 
of the Cath?lck Church, we have at large diſcourſed ali eady, to which place 
we referr the Reader, it he deſires any turcher ſarisfattion. 

Your whole \. 5. depends on perional matters concerning the ſarisfattr- 
oz of the Les conſcrence ; but it you would thence inferr, 7 hat ſhe did weft 
to 4 ſrt the Prot:ſkant Communion j you mult prove that it can be no ſinto 


follow the diftates of ancrroneous conſcience. For ſuch, we ſay, it was 


in her, and, you denying it, al this diſcourſe ſignifies nothing, but depends 
on the truth of the matters in contro\ erfie between us. But you molt noto- 
rioully impoſe on his Lordſhip, when, becauſe he aſlerts the poſſibility of Sat 
vation of ſme in your Churct, you vw ould make lum ſay, That it isno fin to 
joyn with your Church : You inight.as well ſay, Becauſe he hopes ſome 
who have committed -1{d4s/t+ry may be ſaved, therefore it is no ſito commir 
Adultery. So that while youare charging him /a/fly for allowing difſimu. 
lation, you do that which is more, in faying that which you cannot but 
know to be a great untruth. 

If our Religion be not the ſame with yours, as you eagerly contend it is nor, 
let it ſuffice to tell you, that our Relzgro 15 Chriſtianity, let yours be what it 


will. Andifit pleaſe you better, to have a name wholly diſtin from us, 
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yours ſhall be called the Roman Religion, and ours the Chriſtian. If you 
judge us of another Religion from yours, becauſe we do not believe all that you do, 
we may judge you to have a difterent Religion from the Chriſt;a, becauſe 
you impoſe more by your own confeſſion to be believed as neceſſary inor- 
der to Salvation, rhanever Chriſt or the Apoſtl's did, And certainly the 
mainof any Relrgroz conlitts in thoſe things which are necetlary to be belie- 
vedin it, in order to eternal happinels. 

In your following diſcourſe, you are fo far from giving us any hopes of 
piace with your Church, that you plainly give us the reaſon, why it is vain ro 
expeCt or deſire it; which is, that it your Chrch ſhould recede from any 
thing, it would appear ſhe had erred, and it that appears, farewel I»f ls- 
b:lity ; and then it that be once gone, you think all is gone. And while 
you maintain it, we are lo far trom RAY any pe.'ce with you, that the 
Peace of Chriſtendom may {till be joyned in the Datchmans Sign with the 
qradrature of the c/rclr, and the Phil: ſophers Stone, tor the 224: of the three 
hop:l ſ5 things. 

How far we are bound 70 ſubmit to General Connils, hath been fo fully 
clearedalready, that I need not go about here to vindicate his Lordſhips 
Opinion from fallity or contradiction ; both which you unreaſonably charge 
it with, and that ſtill from no wiſer a ground, than not bcing able todi- 
ſtinguiſh between the ſubmiſſion of Chedrexce and Faich, For is Lord(lup 
Cuth, I: may be our duty ot toopprſe General Councils in caſe they err, and yet 
it may be no pride nt to believe knorn and grofs errours of General Councils ; 
and I pray, What ſhadow of a contradiction 1s here ? And if it be pride in 
us nor to bulicke groſs errours unpoled on us, Is it not much more intolera- 
ble in them who oter ro impoſe them ? What Authority the Pope hath ei- 
ther to order or confrm Connc'ls, 1t 1s not here a place to enter upon again, 
ſince it hath been fo Jargely diſcourſed of in ſo many places. But you |". 
me, thoug!1 not to the repetition of matter, yet to the repeating my ſaying 
that I will nor, oftener than I ſhould, but only to ſhew, how little you de- 
ſerve any further anſwer. 

There 
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There 15 nothing now remaining to the end of your Book; which hath aot 
becn over and over, even in theſe /2ft Chapters; but only a long diſcourſe 
touching Szcce//ion, which you ſhew your ſelf, of how little importance it 
is, when, after you have endeavoured at large to prove the neceſſity of 
perſonal Succeſſion, you grant, That it i not ſufficient without Succeſſion of Do- 
Frine too : And onthat account you deny the Greek Church to have a true 
Succeſſion. Ana in yindication of Stapleton, you lay, All the Succeſſion which 
he and you contend for, is a Succeſſion of Paſtors, which hold entire both the Uni- 
ty and the Faith of the Church. So that it comes tothis at laſt, that you are 
bound to prove a continual Succeſ/ior of all that which you call the Faith of 

our Church 1nevery age from the Apoſtles times ; if you would have us be- 
eve that Doctrine, or own your Church for the true Church of Chriſt. And 
therefore I conclude theſe general Anſwers with his Lordſhips words; 
Tf A.C. T. C. or any Feſuit can prove, that by a viſible continued Succeſſion 
from Chriſt or his Apoſtles to this day, either Tranſubſtantiation in the Eucha- 
riſt, or the Euchariſt in one kind, or Purgatory, or Worſhip of Images; or the 
Intention of the Prieſt of neceſſity in Baptiſm, or the Power of the Pope over 
« General Council, or his Infallibility with or without it, or his Power to depoſe 
Princes, or the publick Prayers of the Church in ax uuknown tongue, with divers 

other points have been ſo taught ; I, for my part, will give the Cauſe. 
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CHAP: VE 
The Senſe of the Fathers concerning Purgatory. 


The Advantage which comes to the Church of Rome, by the Dottrine of Purgato- 
ry, thence the boldneſs of our Adverſaries in contending for it. The Senſe of 
the Roman Church concerning Purgatory, explained. The Controver ſie between 
the Greek and Latin Church conterning it. The Difference in the Church of 
Rome abort Purgatory. Some general Conſiderations about the Senſe of the 
Fathers, as to its beins an Article of Faith. The Doubtfulneſi and Uncertain- 
ty of the Fathers Tudgements in this particular, manifeſted by S. Auſtin the 
firſt who ſeem-d to aſſert a Purgation before the day of Fudgerent. Prayer for 
the Dead uſed in the Ancient Church, doth not inferr Purgatory, The Pri- 
mate of Armagh vindicated from our Adverſaries Calumnies. The general 
Intention of the Church diſtinguiſhed from the private Opinions of particular 
perſons. The Prayers of the Church reſpetted the day of Fudgement. The Te- 
ſftimonies of the Fathers in behalf of Purgatory, examined ; particularly of 
the pretended Dionyſius, Tertullian, S. Cyprian, Origen, S. Ambroſe, 
S. Hicroin, S. Baſil, Nazianzen, LaQantius, Hilary, Gregory Nyſlen, 
&c. "And not one of them aſſerts the Purgatory of the Church of Rome. 
S. Auſtin doth not contradiftt himſelf about it. The Dottrine of Purgator 
no elder thin Gregory 1. axd built on Credulity aud Superſtition. The 
Churches Infallibility made at laſt the Foundation of the belief of Purgatory. 
The Falſity of that Prixciple : and the whole concluded, 


Heſe general Anſwers being diſpatched, there remains only now this 

Queſtion concerning Purgatory to be diſcuſſed. Which being the 
great Dian of your Church, no wonder you are ſo much diſpleaſed at his 
Lordſhip for ſpeaking againſt it; for by that means your craft i in dax- 
ger to be ſet at nought. There being no Opinion in your Church which 
brings in a more conſtant revenue, by Maſſes for the dead, and Indulgen- 
ces, beſides Caſualties, and Deodands, by dying perſons, or their friends, 


in hopes of a ſpeedier releaſe out of the pains of Purgatory. So —_ 
| this 


P. 382. 


——_——_——— 


The Senſe of the Fathers concerning Purgatory, Parc Ll. 


this Opinion were once out of Cauxtenynce in the world, you would loſe 
one of the beft:arts you have of upholding the Granderr of your Church. Far 
then farewel Izdu/pences, and yearsof Fakilee ; farewel all thoſe rich Dona 


tions which are given by thoſe at their death, who. hope by that means to 


get the ſooner out of the Sykurbs of Hell, to a, place of reſt and nappi els. 
For, What Enpine could poſſibly boberter contrived. to. cxtort the largeft 
gifts from thoſe whoſe riches. were as great as their fins, than to. perſwade 
them, that by that means they would be ſooner deliveredout of the Flames 
of: Purgatory, and need not doubtbut they ſhould come to Heaven at laſt ? 


And, Would not they be: accounted great Fools, that would not live as 


they pleaſed in this world,: as long as they could &y themſelves our of the 
pains of another ? And by this means your Cherch hath notonly catex, but 


De Repub. Fc- grave fat, by the fins of the: people ; it being truly obſerved by Spalatenſis, That 
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the Dottrine of Pureatary hath been that which hath moſt inriched the Church of 


Rome ; which he gives as the reaſon of the moſt zealous contending for 
that Do&trine among thoſe of. your party, who find ſo much advantage by 
it. And we might eaſily believe there was ſomething extraordinary 1n it, 
when you tell us ; 1t i therefore firmly to be believed by all Catholicks, that 
there is a Purgatory ; yea, we are as mich bound to believeit, as we are bound to 
believe ( for Inſtaxce ) the Trinity or Incarnation it ſelf : becauſe, ſince it ts 
defined by the Church, we cannot lawfully, or without ſin and peril of damnation 
deny or queſtion this doftrine. We had need then look to our ſelves, who 
look on this DoQtrine as a meer-figment, that hath no foundation at all ei- 
ther in Scripture, Reaſon, or Tradition of the Primitive Church ; but much 
more had you needto- lavk to-your ſelves, who dare with ſo much con- 
fidence obtrude ſo deſtruQtive a Doctrine to a Chriſtian /ife, without any 
evidence of the truth of it, to be believed as much «s rhe Trimty or Incar- 
ation it ſelf; which expreſſions take them in the;mildeft ſenſe you. can 
give them, carry a moſt inſufferable boldneſs with them. But theſe are 
not all the bold words which you utter on this Subject; for you. fay elfe- 
where, That Bellarmin doth not more boldly, than truly affirm, yea evidently 
prove, that all the Fathers, both Greek awd Latin, did conſtantly teach Purga- 
tory from the very Apoſtles times, and conſequently that it muſt be held for an 
Apoſtolical Tradition, or nothing can be. So then, if confidence would car» 
ry it, we muſt not only tremble at the fears of Purgatory ; but we mult 
firmly believe it as az Article of Faith, and as a moſt undoubted Apoftolical 
Tradition. 

But before we can digeſt theſe things, we muſt ſee a little more ground 
forthem, than as yet we do ; and therefore you muſt be content to hear 
our reaſons, Why we neither look on it as a. matter of Farth or Apoſtolical 
tradition ; in order to which nothing is more neceſſary, than to enquire 
what you mean by Purgatory. For as long as you can ſhelter your ſelves 
under General words, you think you are fate enough ; but when we once 
bring you to a fuller explication of your meaning, Purgatory it felt is not 
half ſo evident as thoſe i»poſtures are whereby you would maintain it. 
But for our clear underſtanding this Controverſie, we mult find out what 
your Dottrine 1s concerning it ; for, as confident as you are of it, there are 
not a few among you who are afraid to declare what you mean by it, leſt 
by that means 6. 2 world ſhould fee how far it is from having foundation 
either in Scripture or Antiquity, We are therefore told by ſome who 
either are aſhamed of the DoQtrine ir ſelf, or loth to betray their cauſe 
( by declaring themſelves): that your Church requires no more than 
to believe that there is a Pargatory, for which they avouch the Coun- 
cil of Trent, which only defines 7hat the ſound' Doftrine concerning Purga- 
tory ſhould be taught, This was indeed neceſſary to be ſaid by ſuch who do 
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not :;t all believe the Roman DoFrine concerning it, what ever they pre- 
tend ; but rather agree with the Greek Church about the middle /fate of /ozls. 
But although the Councilof Trent did not expreſly derne what they meant 
by Purgatory ; yet the ſenſe of the Coun: concerning it, is eafte to be ga- 
' thered from the comparing of places together in it. For the Council of Trent 
inthe laſt Si.» when it palſed the decrte of Purgatory referrs us to two 
things, by which we may fully underſtand the meaning of it; For in the 
Pretace to the Decree, it ſaith, 7 hat the Catholick Church had, in this and for- 
mer ecumenical Councils, taught that there w.cs a Purgatory ;, by which we 
may underſtand, What this Purgztory is, which was now decreed, and you 
ſay, weare bound to believe it as an Article of Faith, Now in 2ll the for- 
mer Decrees and Anarh:mati{ms of the Council, there is no place which 
ſeems to concern the Votrine of P«reatory, lo much as the thirtieth A4na- 
thema of the ſixth Se//oz 10 theſe words, Wy; quis ita reatum pene eterne delers 
dixerit ; ut nullus remaneat reatus pane temporalis exſolvende vel in hoc ſeculs 
wel in futuro in Pureatorio, antequam ad rigna celorum aditus patere poſit ; 
Anathema ſit. If any oxe ſhall affirm that the guilt of eternal puniſhment is ſo 
forgiven, as that there remains no guilt of temporal puniſhment to be paid, either 
in this life, or h:reafter in Purgatory; before there can be any entrance into the 
Kijnedom of Heaven ; let them be Anathems. From whence it evidently fol. 
lows, that the DoQtrine of Purgatoryas it 15 taught by the Council of [rent 
doth depend uUPOn this principle, That there is a gutlt of temporal puniſhment 
remaining after the ſin is pardoned, which temporal puniſhm:nt is to be ſatisfied 
for, either in this life, or in Purgatory. Sothatall thoſe whoare in Purgaro- 
ry are there on that account, that they might ſatisfie the juſtice of God for the 
temporal puniſhment of fin. For the grilt of mortal fin beingremitted by the 
merits of Chriſt, the puniſhment is ſuppoſed Rill ro remain, which being ex- 
changed from eternal to temporal by the keys of the Church, this puniſhment 
remains to be ſatisfied for, in the pains of Purgztory. But this puniſhmene 
being 7emporal, the poſſib:{iry of a releaſe trom them 1s neceſſarily ſuppoſed 
before the day of judgement ; for the Conncil of Trent in tne Decree of Pur- 
gatory, declares that the /o,/s there detained are relieved by the prayers of the 
Faithful, and «ſpecially by the ſacrifice of the Altar. Which, in the 22 Seſſi- 
on, it ſaith, # fr pro detunttis in Chriſto nondum ad plenum purga- 
is, for the departed in Chriſt not yet fully pure'd, Sothat the ſatisfafCtion ofthe 
debt of temporal puniſhment which remains when the ſin is pardoned, and the tran- 
flationof ſouls from th-nee to Heaven hy the prayers of the living and the facri- 
fize of the Maſs, are the main Foundations of the Dottrine of your Church 
concermng Purgatory. 

And this will farther appear by the ſtate of the Controverlie between 
the Greek and Latin Church upon this Subject. For the mainthing which 
the Greeks objected againſt the Latins, was this temporary puniſhment for 
ſin, ina future ſtate : For they ſay, in their Apoloey delivered into the Conn- 
cil of Baſil, We 079 no Purgatory fire, nor any temporary puniſhment by fire 
which ſhall hzve an ea; for we received no ſuch thing by tradition, nor doth 
the Eaſtern Church confeſs it. And afterwards ; He deny that any fouls piſs 
throunh this Life to eternal fire ; for in ſaying ſo, we ſhould weaken the conſent 
of the whole Chirch : an4 it is tobe fear'd,, if we [hould aſſert fach a temporary 
fire, that people would be apt to believe that all the fire in the other life were 
only temporary , by which means th-y would fall into ſuch negleft and careleſn'fs, 
thit they would make the more fuel for eternal fire. And therefore they con- 
clude, That they neith-r hrve nor ſhall aſſert any ſuch Purgatory fire. But 
you would ſeem to perſwade us, That the Conteſt between the Greeks and 
Latins was only, whether the fire of Purgatory were material or uo ; For you 
lay, [The Greeks in the Council. of Florence newer donbred in the leaſt meaſare, 
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nor denyed Purgatory it ſelf, but only queſtion*d, Whether the fire were materi- 
al or metaphorical. But if you ſpeak of thoſe Greeks, who held to w har 
was generally received in the Greek Church ; you are very much deceived 
therein, for the ſenſe of the Greek Church was fully delivered by them in 
this Apology, penned, as is ſuppoſed, by Marcrs Epheſirs but the year before 
at the Courcil of Biſil ; and herein they not only diſp::te againſt the fire, bur 
againſt any ſuch fate of purgation atter this life, by the undergoing any 
temporary puniſhment for ſin. For thus that Apolozy ends; For theſe 

| cauſes the Doitrine propoſed of a Purgatory fire ts to be caſt 
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wours of the diligent, and which hinders them from doing 


Tols epod aiors, 876 Soy av7h wh wi their utmoſt to purge themſclues in this life, jw another 
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tor their denyal of any ſtate of purgation after this lite, 
| by which men might fatishe for the temporary pu- 
niſhment of (in, and be tranſlated out of that {tate to the X'z»edom of Hea- 
ven? And thence, altiiough in the By/ of Union publiſhed by Engeninus 4. 
at the concluding the Flor: tine Cornet, no more was concluded, than 
that thoſe penitents who departed this life, before they had ſatisfied for their 
former ſins by worthy fruits of penance, ſhould have their ſouls prrged after 
death, pxnis p .irgatoris, with purextory puniſhments, yet Marcus Engenicus 
utterly refuſed to ſubſcribe it thus ; which certainly he would never have 
done if all che Controverſie had been only, Wh: ther the fire were real or me- 
taphorical. And the whole Grec# Ch.rch utterly refuſed thoſe terms of uni- 
on, and thercetore Alphonſus 4 Caſtro recounts the denying Purgatory among 
the errours of the Greeks, The Greeks 1nteed do not believe that any ſouls 
enjoy the beatifical Viſion before the day of judgement, and on that account 
they allow of prayer for the dead, not with any reſpett to a deliverance of 
fouls out of purgatory, but to the participation of their happineſs at the grear 
Day. But there is a great deal of difference between this Opinion, and that 
of your Church ; for they believe all ſouls of believers to be in expetation 
of the final Judaement, but without any temporary puniſhment for ſin, or 
any releaſe from that puniſhment by the prayers of the living, which your 
Church aſſerts ; andis the proper /:te of the Queſtion concerning Purgatory. 
Which is not, Whether there be any »::4dle ftate wherein the ſouls of the 
Faithful may continue in expeCtation of the final conſummation of their hap- 
pineſs at the great day ; nor, Whether it be lawtul in that ſenſe for the Church 
on earth to pray for departed ſorts 1n order to their final ju/t:fication at the day 
of Judgement, or in St. Pauls language, 1 hat God would have mercy on them 
in that day ; but, Whether there be ſuch a ate, wherein the ſouls of men 
undergo a temporary puniſhmoart for fin, the guilt being pardoned , out of 
which they may be r«/caſed by the prayers of the /ivizg, and tranſlated from 
Purgatory tothe Kingdom of Heaven, betore the 4ay of Reſurrettion. This 
is the true ſtate of the Queſtion between us and the Church of Roxze ; and 
now we come to examine, Whether your Doctrine concerning, Purgatory 
be either an Article of Faith, or Apoſtolical Tradition ; which how conh- 
dently ſoever you may aſſert, we {hall find your confidence built on very 
little reaſon. | 

Which we may the eaſier believe, ſince there are ſo many among your 
ſelves, whodo not think themſelves obliged to own this 1 'o(trine ot your 
Church concerning Purgatory. Nay, we have not only the confeſſion of 
ſeveral of your party, that your I'oCtrine of Purgatory was not known in 
the Primitive Church, as Alphonſus a Caſtro, Roffenſis, Polydore, ec. and of 
others, that it cannot be ſufficiently proved from Scriptire, as Petrus a Soto, 
Perionins, Bulenzer, whoſe teſtimonies are produced by others; but there 
are 
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are ſome perſpns of note among you, who have expreſly denyed the Do- 
Qtrine 1t lelt, and confuted the pretended reaſons which are givea tor it. 
Perris Picherellus, faith, { here is no fuel to be found in Scripture, either to kind! _— nes @ 
or maintain the fire of Purgatory; and which afterwards he largely diſproves 2pky J 
in his excellent Diſcourſe de Mifsa, Father Barns aC- | 
knowledges. / hat the puniſhment of ſouls in Puraatory, is Punitin ergo in Purgatorio #1 ves in opiniont 
a thing which lyes meerly 1n humane opinion, which cannst oq40 ies EIN 67 $erip4 af fs Was 
= | | : p | Patrio s, nec Concilits deduct poteſt firmi- 
be firmly d:duced from Scriptures, Fathers , or Councils, ter : Immo, ( ſaluo me i0'i judicio ) oppo- 
Tees Claith he, with ſab wſfon to better judgements) the {aenniegi trim tide: Kar, 
oppoſite Op!110N ſeems mere anreeable t0 them. But later fin. Pacalip. 
than theſe, you cannot but know, Who it 1s here at 
home, that hath not only pulPd down the ſuperſtruCture , but raſed the ve- 
ry Foundations of your Doctrine of Purgatory in his diſcourſe de medio Ant 
m1rum ſtatu : wherein he proteſſedly diſproves the Dottrine of your Church 
(though he is loth to own it to be ſo ) in this particular, and ſhews at large, 
that it hath no foundation at all, either in Scripture, Anriquity,or Reaſon. But 
if your Doctrine of Purgatory be tobe believed as an Article of Faith, and 
Apoſtolical Tradition if any be; How come theſe ditferences among your 
ſelves abour it ? How comes that Author not to be an{wered, and his rea- 
ſons farisfied ? Burt if you be not agreed among your ſelves, What this 4-- 
ticle of Faith is, you are molt unreaſonable men, to tell us, Weare as much 
bound to believe it as the Trinity, or Incarnation. Weask you, What it is we 
are bound tobelieve : You tell us, according to the ſenſe of your Church, 
The puniſhment of ſouls in a future ſtate, out of which they may be delivered by 
the prayers of the Faithful, and tranſlated into the Kinedow of Heaven ; Ano- 
ther he denyes all this, and faith, We are 1n efte& only bound to believe, 
That faithful ſo:-1s do not enjoy their full happineſs till the reſarredzon, and 
that there is no deliverance at all out of any ſtate in which mens ſouls are af- 
ter dearth, till the day of Judgement ; and that the prayers of the Church,on- 
ly reſpe& that Day ; but that the former DoQtrine 1s ſo far from being an 
Article of Faith, that it is contrary to Scripture, Antiquity and Reaſon. If ſuch 
a ſtateofexpeCtation wherein faithful ſouls areat reſt ( but according to dit- 
ferent degrees of grace which they had at their departure hence, and look 
for at the day of ReſurredFion,when they ſhall have a perte& conſummation 
of their bliſs) were al! the Purgatory which your Chyrch aſſerted, the breach 
might be far nearer cloſing as to this Article, than now it is. . For although 
we find ſome particular perſons ready to give a fair and tolerable ſenſe of 
your Doftrine herein ; yer we cannot be 1gnorant , that the General appre- 
henſion and ſenſe of your Church 1s direAly contrary ; and thoſe perſons who 
have diſcovered the freedom cf their judeements as to this and other par- 
ticulars, know how much it concerns them to keep a dye diſtance from 
Rome, if they would preſirve the freedom of their per/o75s, But you are not 
one of thoſe that hath cauſe for any ſuch fears: for what ever Bellarmin 
ſaith, you are ready to {wear to it, and accordingly ſer your (elf to the de- 
fence of Pureatory upon his principles; which are fat more ſuitable to the 
Doftrine of your Ch»rch, than to Scripture or Antiquity. x 
But becaule this Controverſie 1s not managed between his Lordſhip and &F, 5, 
you about the {eaſe of the S:riprare, but the Fathers concerning it ; I muſt 
therefore enquire, Wherher your Bottrine of Pareatory were ever owned 
by the Fathers as an Article of Faith or Apoſtolical [radition. And that T ma 
the more fully clear it, before I come to examin2 your proots tor it, t ſhafl 
lay down ſo-ne general coniiderations, 
1. Nothins ouzht tobe looked on as an Article of Faith among the Fathers, 
but what thry declare, that they believe on the account of Divize Revelation. 
As to all orheg chings whick they ailert, we may look on them as privare 
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opinions of particular perſoas, but not as {uch things which were received 
For whartloever 1s received :is ſuch, it muſt be whkol- 
ly onthe account of Gods revealrxz it, who only can oblige us to believe with 
that alſcent which is required to Faith. And it it be ſo as to all other things, 
much more certainly as to the future fate of ſouls,of which we can know no- 
thing certainly without D:v/ze Revelation, For fince the rewff1ow of fins,and 
the hay9im ſs of the future life, depend 'upon the 209darſs and meorey of God, we 
can define nothing as to theſe things any turther than God hath d-clared 
them. If God hath declared that rexz//zon of ſizs lycs in the taking away the 
obligation to puniſhment, it will be a contradiction to ſay, That he pardons 
thoſe whom he exatts the puniſhment of {in from, purely to ſatisfie his j-- 
ftice ; ifhe hath declared, that the /0-/s of the tairhtul are in joy and feliciry 
aſſoon as they are delivered out of this linful worl:, it is 1npoſfible they 
ſhould undergo «»/:ferablc pains, though not to «ternry, 1 diſpute not now, 
Whether he harh ſo revealed theſe things, but that it is impoſſible tor any 
thing to be looked on as an Article of Faith, but what hath clear Diw-ize Re- 
velation tor it. And theretore, although many teſtimonies of rhe Fathers 
might be produced one way or other, as to cheſs things; when they ſpeik 
only their own fancies and imaginations, and not what God hath revealed, 
they cannot, all pur rogether,make the opinion they atſert to bean Article of 
Faith. Ncothing is more apparent, than that the z77chizg curioſity of humane 
nature ro know more than God hath reveaked, concerning the furure ſtate of 
ſouls, did betimes diſcover it ſelf in the Church. But the ſtrange diverſity 
of theſe Imaginations were a ſufficient evidence , that they ſpake not by 
any certain rule, but according to their different fares; and therefore 
that they did not deliver any Doctrine of Faith, but only their own pri- 
vate opinions. If you would therefore prove, th:t the Fathers did own 
Purgatory as an Article of Faith, you muſt not think it enough to prove, 
that one or two of the Fathers did ſpeak ſomething tending to-it, bur that 
all who had occaſion to mention it , did ſpeak of it as the Doctrine of the 
Church, and that which came from an immediate Divize Revelation. 

2. There is no reaſon, That ſhould be looked on as an Article of Faithg which, 
they who ſeemed to aſſert it moſt, did build on ſuch places, which they ackmuv- 
ledged themſelves to be very obſcure. For ſince they deduced it from Scri- 
pture, it is apparent that they did not believe it on the account of any 4#- 
written word , or Divine Revelation conveyed meerly by Tradition ; and 
ſince they confeſs the places to be very a:ficulr, it is unreaſonable to 
judge, that they looked on that as a matter of Fa/th, which they ſuppoſed 
was contained 1n them. As for inſtance, St. Aſ#iz in ſeveral places aiſerts, 
that all things neceſſary to be believed are clearly revealed in Scripture ; 
and withal he ſayes, that the place 1 Cor. 3. 15. is very difficult and obſcure, 
and that it is one of thoſe places in St. Pau/, which St. Peter ſaith are hard 
to be underſtood,; and theretore it 15 not conceivable that St. Au/tiz ſhould 
make any thing a matter of Faith, which he founds upon this place. And 
this is the great an$® almolt only conſiderable Place, which he or the reſt 
of the Fathers did infilt on, as to the nature of that prrgation which was to 
be ina future ſtate. 

3}. That cannot be looked on as an Article of Faith to ſuch prrſoas, mho ex- 
preſs their own doubts concernin? the truth of it. For whatever 1s owne 
as an Article of Faith by any perſon , 15 thereby acknowledged to be firm!y 
believed by hin. Now upon our enquiry into the 14h} we fhall hnd, 
the firſt perſon who ſeemet to afſert that any faithful ſo/: palled through 
a fire of pureation before the day nf judgement, was *t Aujl:a: bur he delivers 
Iiis judgement with ſo much fear and helitancy , that auy one may calily 
{ce that he was far from making it an Article of Faith, We muſt con- 
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ſider then, that in St. Auenftizs time, there were many, who though they 
denyed Origea's opinionas to the Salvation at laſt of all per ſos; yet were 
very wiliing to believe it, as to all thoſe who dyed 1n the Commun of 
the Church, that though they patſed through the fames of Hl tor their 
ſins, yetat laſt they ſhould be ſaved ; and tor this rhey mainly 1nfifted on 
x Cor. 3.15. Where it is ſaid, {hat ſozre [hold be ſaved, but as by fire. Such, 
lay they, build upon the foundation gold, ſilver, pretions ſtones, nho 10 their 
Faith add good works : but they, hay, wood, and ſtubble, whoſe life is contrary 
to their Path ; and yet th:fe latter, they aſſerted ſhould come to Heaven at laſt, 
but they muſt undergo the torments of Hell firſfk, Againlt thele St. Auſt: 
writes his book de fide & operibus , wherein he proves that ſuch 2s 4ve iz 
fix ſhall be finally excluded the Kingdom of Heaven ;j And when he co nes to 
the interpretation of that place, he gives thisaccount of it, That thole who 
do ſo love Chr/ft, as rather to part with all rhings for him than to loſe him, 
but yer have too great a love to the things of the world, ſhall ſuffer grief and 
loſs on that account. Sive ergo in hac vita tantum homines iſta patiuntur, ſive 
etiam poſt hanc vitamtalia quedam Judicts ſ:bſequuntur ; non abhorret, quantum 
arbitror, 4 ratione veritatis 1ſte intelletFus hujns ſententie, Whether, faith he, 
ex ſuffer theſe things in this life, or ſuch judgements follow after it ; I ſuppoſe 
this ſcnſe of $, Paul's meaning is not difſonant fromtruth. So far was hefrom 
being certain of it, that he puts in, quantum arbitror, as far as I ſuppoſe ; and 


| yet he would not define, whether that loſs which they were to ſuifer were 


only in thi life or no. And,in his Enchiridion to Laurentius,where he diſputes 
the very ſame matter, he ſaith, Talc aliquid poſt han vitam fieri incredible non 
eft; & utrum ita ſit queri poteſt, & aut inveniri aut latere, Nonnullos fideles per 
zgnem quendam purgatorium, quanto mazis minuſue bona pereuntia dilexeruntz 


Ag. dt fide & 
oper. C. 16, 


Enchirid.c.60. 


tanto tardins citinſue ſalvari. It is not incredible that ſuch a thing ſhould be 


after this life, and it may be enquired after whether 4t be found to be ſo or ao, 
that ſome faithful ſouls paſs through a purging fire, and are ſaved ſooner or later 
according to the degree of their affeftion to worldly things. Will any man 
in his wits think that St. A/tiz ſpake this of any matter of Faith, or that 


was generally received in the Church as an Apoſftalical Tradition * Did he 


ever ſpeak ſo concerning the Trim:ty or the Incarnation of Chriſt which you 
59 with Purgatory ? What would men have thought of him, if he had 
aid of either of thoſe | 
may be enquired mto whtther they be or uo ? Whatever then St. Auſtin's pri- 
vate opinion was, weſſee he delivers it modeſtly.and donbtfully, not ob- 
trading it as an Article of Faith, or Apoſtoli:al Tradition if any be. And 
the very ſame he repeats in his Anſwer to the firlt Quefion of Dulcitins; 
ſo that this was all that ever he aſſerted as to this Contravertie. Whar 
you offer to the contrary from other placesof St. Auſtin fhall be confidered 
in 1ts due place. | 
4. Where apy of the Fathers build any Dottrine upon the ſenſe of aoubtful 
places of Scripture, we'have no farther reaſon to believe that Doftrine, than we 
bave to believe that it is the meaning of thoſe places. SOthat 1n this caſe the 
enquiry 1s taken off from the jud---ea1 of the Fathers, and fixed upon ths 
ſente of the Srr/ptures which they and we both rely upon. For ſince they 
pretend more to no preater evidence of the 7rath of the Dottrize 
than ſuch places do alford: it 15 the greatelt reaſon that the argument to 


perſwade us be not the teſtimony of the Father, but the evidence of the. 


place it {clf, Unleſs it be evident fome other way, that there wasan uni: 
verſal ratios in the Church from the Apoſt/cs times concerning it, and 
that the only deſign of the Father was, to apply lome particular place to 


it. Burthen ſich a Trs477ou mult be cleared from ſomething elle, beſides 


tle 


rticles, It 7s not incredible they may be true, and 'it 
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the ſenſe of ſome ambiguous places of Scriprure, and that Tradition mani- 
feſted to be Un/ver/ſal both as to time and place. | 
Theſe things being premiſed,I now come particularly to *x21nins rhe evi- 
dence you bring, {hat all the Fathers both Greek and Latin did conſtantly trach 
Purgatory from the Apoſtles times, and conſequently that it muſf be h-1d for an A- 
poſtolical Tradition or nothing can be. Andas you toliow Bc/armn in your 
way of proving it, ſo muſt I follow you ; and he divides his proofs you fay 
into two ranks. Firlt, Such who affirm prayer for the dead. 2. Such who in the 
ſucceſſive ages of the Church did expreſly affirm Purgatory. Furſt, With thoſe. 
who affirm prajer for the dead ; Which (you lay) doth mc ceffarily infer Purgato- 
ry, whatever the Biſhop vainly inſinuates to the contrary. The Queſtion then be- 
tween us is, Whether that prayer for the deau which was uſcd in the ancient 
Church, doth neceſſarily infer, that Purgatory was then acknowledged: This 
you afhrm 5 for, lay you, If there were no other place, or condition of being for 
departed ſouls, but either Heaven or Hell, ſurely it were a vain thing ts pray for 
the dead ; eſpecially to pray for the remiſſion of their ſins, or for their refreſhment, 
eaſe, reſt, relaxation of their pains, as Ancients moſt frequently do. Frem wh: nee, 
you add, that Purgatory i ſo undenyably proved, that the Relator finding nothing 
himſelf ſufficient to Anſwer, was forced to put us off to the late Primate of Ar 
magh's Anſwer to the Jeſuits Challenge. W hich, you ſay,Tou hve peruſed, and 
find only there, that the Author proves that which none of you deny, VIZ. 'l hat the 
prayers and commemorations Wi for the dead had reference to more ſouls than 
thoſe in Purgatory. But,you attempt to prove, That the nature and kind of thoſe 
prayers do imply that they were intended for other ends, than meerly that the body 
might be glorified as well as the ſoul, and to praiſe God for the final happy end of 
the deceaſed : Whereas that Anſwerer of the Jeſuite would, you lay, by his allega- 
tions — nul to the Reader a conceit, that it was uſed only for thoſe two reaſons 
and no other ; Which, you lay, you muſt needs avouch to be moſt loudly untrue, 
and ſo manifeſtly contrary to the Doitrine and practice of the Fathers, as nothing 
canbe more. A high charge againſt two moſt Reverend and learned Primates 
together : againſt the one, «s not being able to Anſiver, and therefore turnmg it 
off to the other ; againſt the other, for pub!iſhins moſt loud untruths, inſtead of 
giving 4 true account of the grounds of the Churches practice. Ir ſees, you 
thought it not honour enough to overcome one, unleſs you led the other in 
triumph alſo; but you do neither of them, but only in your own fancy and 
1magination. And never had you leſs cauſe to give out luch big words than 
here, unleſs it were to amule the ſpectators , that they might not ſee how 
you fall before them. For it was not the leaſt diſtruſt of his ſufficiency to 
Anſwer, which made his Lordſhip to put it off to the Primate of Armagh, 
but becauſe he was prevented in it by him, M/ho, (as he truly faith) had very 
learnedly and at large ſet down other reaſons which the Ancients gave for prayer 
for the dead without any intention to free them from Pureatory, Whichare not 


Anſwer tothe Only different from, but inconſiſtent with, the belief of Purgqrory ; for the 
eluits chal- Clearing of which, and vindicating my Lord Primate from your calumnies 
"$©?-195- rather than anſwers, it will be neceſſary to-give a briet account of his 


Diſcourſe on that ſubject. He tells us theretore at hrit, ] hat we are here 
prudently to diſtinguiſh the Origin inſtitution of the Church , from the 
private opinions of particular Doftors , which waded further herein than 
the general intendment of the Church did give them warrant. Now he 
evidently proves thar the »:emorials, oblations, and pravers made for the 
dead at the beginning had reference to ſuch as reſted trom thuir /12075, 
and not unto any ſouls which were thought to be tormented in that Uro- 
pian Purgatory, whereof there was no news ſtirring in thoſe dayes. This 
he gathers firſt by the praCtice of the ancient Chriſtians laid dov. n by the 
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Author of the Commeztaries on Fob, who ſaith, The memorials of the Saints 
were obſerved as a inemortal of reſt ro the ſouls departed, and that they 
therein rejoyced tor their r-/7-{h:mg. St. Cyprian faith, they oTered Sacrt- 
fices for them, whoin he acknowledgerth to have received of the Lord Palms 
| and Crowns ; and inthe Author of the Eccleſiaſtical Hierarchy, the party de+ 
ceaſed is deſcribed by him to have departed this lite repleniſhed with Divine 
Joy, 45 now not fearins any change to worſe, being come unto the end of all his 11+ 
bours, and publickly pronounced to be a happy man, and admitted into the ſociety 
of the Saints; and yet the Biſhop prays, that God would forgive him all his 
> 6 he had committed through humane infirmity, and bring him into the light and 
band of the living, into the boſoms of Abraham, Taac, and Jacob, znto the 
place fram whence pain, and ſorrow, and ſiehing fiyeth. And St. Chryſoſton 
ſhews that the funeral Ordinances of the Church were appointed to ad- 
moniſh the living, that the parties deceaſed were nz 2 ſtate of joy and 
not of grief ; and therefore they ſung at the Burial, Return my ſoul to thy 
reſt, for the Lord hath dealt bountifully with thee. And this he proves like- 
wiſe from the Ancient Liturotes, wherein prayers are made for all Saints, 
Patriarchs, Prophets, Apoſtles, Martyrs, and others. And S. Ambroſe, 
after he had ſaid, 7hat Valentinian and Gratian were both bleſſed, and en- 
joved the pleaſures of everlaſting life ; and yet ſubjoyns Is Orizoxs for them. 
Thus he prays for Theod»ſins, of whom he had ſaid, That he enjoys everlaſt- 
ins light, and continual tranquillity : And ſo for his Brother Saryrus, when 
he had pronounced of him before, That he had entred into the Kingdom of 
Heaven. The ſame doth Gregory Nazianzex for his Brother Caſarins. 
Now, Is it poſſible that you ſhould think that Prayer for the Dead, as 
uſed in the Ancient Church, doth neceſſarily inferr Pargatory ; when they 
who made theſe Prayers, did ſuppoſe the perſons they made them for, to be 
at reſt, andin joy, and 1n the Kzn2dom of Heaven ? And I hope that is a 
different ſtate from that of Purgatory. Therefore you ſee, it is not barely 
proved, that ſome different accounts are given of Prayer for the Dead, but 
fuch as are excluſive of it, and thoſe ſuch as appear from the el 'eſt times of 
the Church, when' ſuch Prayers were uſed. Now, having thus ſhewed, 
for whom theſe Prayers were made, he proceeds to ſhew, of what Kinds 
they were, whereof, he ſaith, ſome were Euchariſtical for the bleſſed eſtate yp. 264 
of the party deceaſed ; others deprecatory, and peritory, that God would for- 
give him his ſirs, keep him from Hell, and place him in the Kzn2dom f 
Heavea : which, though at fr{t well meant, were turned to an ill uſe af- 
terwards, when theſe /zterceſ/ions began once to be applied not only to the 
good, but evil liversalſo, unto whom by the firlt Inſtitution they were ne- 
ver intended. And he at large proves by very many examples, that the P. 224: 
p imary Intention of the Church in her ſupplications for the Dead, was, 
That the whole man (not the ſoul ſeparated only) might receive 9ublick re- 
miſſion of ſins, and a ſolemn acquittal in the judgement of that great Day, 
and ſo obtain hoth a full eſcapefrom all the conſequences of ſin, anda per- 
fect conſummation of bliſs and happineſs. And of this nature he ſhews af= _ 
terwards were the Prayers of the Chrch uſed in Epiphanize his time, which Þ:25% 
Acrins was condemned for rejecting of ; and he plainly proves, that the 
Church of Rume comes nearer the Opinion of A«rizs, than they would ſeem 
ro do. For they agree with Aer/z, in rejecting that kind of praying and 
Ottering for the Dead, which was uſed in the Church at that time ; which! 
was for ſuch as were believed tobe in bliſs. For, ſince the Romaniſts lay, 
That without the ſuppoſition of Purgatory, Prayer for the Dead would 
be unproficable, and ar that time the fouls they prayed for, are ſuppoſed to 
be already.in bj; therefore they do as much condemn thoſe Prayers for 
the Dead, which were then uſed, as Aeris did. Andait is very —_ 
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the releaſing of Joals out of Purgatory, had been any ground then of pray- 
ine for the Dead, that Epiphanizs, among all his far-fetcht Reaſons, ſhould 
never aſſign that, which you think to be the only proper June of ſuch 
I rayers. Thus we ſee, what was the general Intention of the Church in 
thoſe Prayers which were made for the Dead, and hou far this was from 
interring Purgatory. 
b, 2. But b<-ſides this, there were ſeveral particular Opinions among the An. 
cient Farb-s touching the place and condition of ſouls ſeparated from their 
P. 229, bGodzes : and according to the ſeveral apprehenſions which they had there- 
of, they made different interpretations and applications of the Uſe of 
praying tor the Lead ; whole particular intentions and devotions in thar 
kind, muſt of neceſſity therefore be diſtinguiſhed from the general inten- 
tion of the whole Chxrch. Thus there were two Opintogs much in vogne 
among many of the Fathers, 112. of ſouls being kept in ſecret receptacles till 
th: dip of r:ſurrcttiin, and the purging of them in the fire of conflagration at 
the day of jadeement ; of which Opinion were not only S. Averſftiz, but 
\ Criges, Lactzatius, S. Hilary, S. Ambroſe, and others. Now according 
to tlieſe Opinions they interpreted the T/e of praying for the Dead. And 
P. 207. - thence S. Azuorſtin ſaith, 7 hat the oblations and alms uſually offered in the 
Charch for all the Lead that received Baptiſm, were thankſeivings for ſuch 1s 
Were very 200d, — for ſuch as were not wery bad ; but as for ſuch as 
mere-very evil, although they were wo helps of the Dead, yet were they ſome kind of 
conſolatrons of the Living;but this was only a private expoſition of the Churches 
meaning in her Prayers, becauſe it is not to be found in the writings of the 
former Fachers; and, becauſe it ſuiteth not well with the general pratice 
of the Church, which it intendeth to interpret. For it is fomewhat too 
harſh an interpretation, to imagine that one and the ſame aCt of praying, 
fſhauld be a petition for ſome, and for others only a thankſgiving. Some other 
P.24z, Private Opinions there were beſides theſe, as that of Theophylae?, That God 
ard not al:vays caſt erievors ſinners imto Hell, but that the Prayers of the Charch 
right beep thim frem being caſt into Hell ; another, That an augmentation .of 
Glery nizcht be procnred for th: Saints, and either a total deliverance, or a 
dimibution of torment at leaſt, obtained for the wicked ; to which S. Chry- 
P.243 ſoffomandothers incline. Beſides, there were different Opinions concern- 
ing the benefit which the Dead received, by the Prayers of the Living. 
For the & uthor of the Queſtions and Anſwers in J»/tiz Martyrs works, 
P.2%9. Greeory A'a&1anzen, Theodoret, Diodoris Tarſ. ſis, ard S. Hierom, all con- 
clude that there is no releafe to be expeQed for the ſins of thoſe who were 
dead. But others ſuppoſed, the Dead might receive profit by the Prayers 
ot the Living, either for re-:/i02 of their ſins, or the ceallNg of their p- 
x {hmeat ; but they were not agreed as to the nature of the ſims, which 
might be pardoned, or the manner of the benefit which they received, whe- 
ther their puniſhinent were only !efſened, or at laſt I. And Ste- 
phanis Gubarms in Photins, tells us, That though ſome held theſe things, yet 
the true ſentence of the Church was, [ hat nome at aff wits freed from paniſh- 
1:4 meat. Purthar ſtill this was a Queſtion in tHe Chyrch, Whether the Dead re- 
ceived prof t by the Prayers of the Living, that {raed Author more at large 
proves; but my deſign is only to give a very brief extraCt of hisdiſcourſe,that 
you may from thence ſce, how far, by the Iatez;on of the Chrrch in praying 
for the Dead,you are from gathering the necellary belief of Purgatory. 


6 $. And by this a full Anſwer is given to what you object concerning the 
2 praftic: of the Fathers, to pray for the ſoul, and not the boay ; and that when 
P25. me pray for them, they receive eaſe, comfort, and refreſhment by onr Prayers, 


aad that they obtain pardon, and mercy, and deliverance from pain for them, 
ens that by the help of our. Prayers they are bronght to eternal veſt and happr- 
neſs. 
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ſs. But all this falls ſhort of your purpoſe, unleſs you can prove th t any 
of them cither believed or prayed that any ſuch eaſe and rcfre brat were 
obtained by the Prayers of the Livine before the dy of Reſ:rrif-om. 
Thar they prayed, That God would have mercy upon the in that diy, we deny 
not, which 1.nplies eaſe, comfort, refreſhment, pardon, deliverance from pain, 
and eternal happin:ſs ; but then all this referrs not to any pyrgatory-pains, 
which they had undergone before, bur thoſe eternal parns which their fins 
deſerved, if God ſhould deal in juſtice with them. We grant then, that 
ſupplications and interceſſions were uſed in the Church for the Dead, bur 
we ſay, They did reſpect by the intention of the Church the 4av of jud2ement, 
and Gods final j»ſf1fication of them by his ſentence at that day, For the 
Scriptures (as my Lord Prizaate truly faith) every where do point out 
that great day to us, as the day wherein mercy and forgiveneſs, reſt and refreſb- aun. p.2t7: 
inp, joy and gladneſs, redemption and ſalvation, rewards and Crowns, ſhall be 
beſtowed upon all Gods ChildFen, 2 Tim. 1. 16, 18. 1 Cor. 1.8. AR. 3.19. 
2 Theſ. x. 6,7. Phil. 2. 19. 1 Thel. 2.16, 1 Pet. 1.5. 1 Cor.s.s. Epheſ: 
. 30. Luk. 21.28. 2 Tim. 4. 8. Luk. 14. 14. From whence it is rio im- 
probable deduCtion, that even the /o./s of good men, do nor enjoy their full 
and compleat felicity, till the great day : nor that they either ſleep or un: 
dergo any Purgatory pains ; but that they are at reſt from their labours, 
and in a bleſſed condition, but ſtill waiting with a folicitous expeRatiog 
for the glorious Coming of Chr, that they may then receive the reward 
repared for them before the beginning of the world. But, Whether thoſe 
ouls bein Heavex (as it notes a place, and not a ſtate) whether the de- 
grees of rheir happineſs be proportionable (till the great day ). to the degrees 
of 2race, which they had when they left the world, are Queſtions of more 
curioſity, than neceſſity to be reſolved, But, as long as the Scripture doth 
inſiſt ſo muchon the proceedings of the great 4.9, both as to rewards and 
puniſhments, we do not condemn the practice of the Azcienr Church in thoſe 
prayers which did thus reſpe& the day of RefarreFion; If any of the F:- 
thers had any particular Opinions concerning the /ate of the Dead, arid of 
the benefir which came to them by the Prayers of the Living; we are no 
more concerned to defend them, than you are ro defend rhoſe whom you 
acknowledge to hold, that no ſouls did enjoy the beatifical viſi2 before the 
day of judgeinent, againſt whom Bellarmin and others diſpute at large. 
Since you therefore confeſs your ſelves that ſome of the greateſt of the 
Fathers did for many ages hold erroneous Opinions concerning the ite of 
the Dead, With what reaſon can you prels us with the Teſtimonies of rhoſe 
whom you refuſe your ſelves ? And fince they had ſo many different Opi- 
nions concerning the ſtate of /o»1s, it ſeems ſtrange that none of rherft (at 
leaſt till S. Auguftin's time) ſhould hit upon ſuch a ſtare of Purgaros, 
whereby they might be fieed from pains before the day of judgetnenr. 
And yet we find not one of them, which di4 ſo much as dream of that 
Purgatory which you call he pper Region of Hell ; or of any puniſhment, 
which they who ayed in favour with God, ſhould undergo between death 
and judgement, out of which they might be delivered by the Prayers of the 
Living. Many of them indeed ſuppoſed that fouls were kept in ſtcrer re- 
ceptacles ; but they were far from aſſerting that they underwent ar all any 
pains equal to the 4:-7ed, much lefs that any fouls were tranſlated thence 
ro glory upon rhe 7-t-rce/ions made for then ; others fippoſed that the 
/orls of all good men were at laſtto pals rhorow the fire of coxfl eration Ar 
the day of jrdgement ; others, that the fouls of wicked men nyght cither 
eſcape, or have their torments mitigated ; but all this while your Pargatury 
was unthought of, and was not concetved till afterwards, through the igno- 
raxce and ſuperſtition of lore, countenanced by pretended apparitions and 
| H hh Liftons 
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viſioxs of ſouls departed till at laſt it grew to be one of the favourite- Opint- 
ons of the Roman Charch.Vrom whence it may eaſily apycar,how very much 
vou were deceived, when you would inferr, becauſe ravy for the Dea, as 
it is now uſed in the Roma Charch, doth necelfarity ſuppoſe Puyroarory ; 
theretore it mult do fo in the Azczeat Church : tor, alchough we ſhould grant 
the ſame 2ravers to be {t1l] uſed, yet ſince they are uſed for a quite diflerent 
intent, that may be ſuppoſed by you, which was not at all {uppoled by them, 
nor could be interred trom what they did. And yer it 15 plain, that in ſome 
caſes, you have changed rhe Prayers tor the $z/zts, into Preys tothem : 
For, whereas in the old Greoorian Sacramentasry, it Was, Grant wrto us i) Lord, 
Anſwerto the that this oblation may profit the foul of thy ſervant L.co; in the latter Books it 
Jeſuit, p.210. 15 turned into th15, Gr.12t unto ts 0 Lord, that by the inteyc: 1 of thy [{ YU1Rk 
Leo, this oblation may profit us, From whence you may ſee, that your Prayers 
are changed from what they were : For the {cet Chrrch played univer- 
ſally; for all Sazzts and 3artyrs.; but you thinkit a diſparagement to them 
to pray forthem ; and therefore from your kind of Prayers tor che Dead, we 
may well ſay, that P.rgatory is ſuppoſed ; but we cannot pollibly inlerr it 
from thoſe Prayers which were made for ſuch, who, it any, were ſuppoſed 
in a ſtate of Bliſs and happineſs. | 
d. 9. And rhatthe intention of your Church is quite difecrent from the A ret, 
we now come more tully to make manifeſt ; becauſe none of the.n did be- 
lieve that Doctrine of Purgatory, which you aſſert, But herein we muſt 
follow your foorſteps, and conſider the many authorities which you produce 
out. of Bellarmin, and undertake to vindicate in behalf of Purgatory ; to 
which I give this general Anſwer, That ſome Aurhors are counterſcit, and 
\the places ſuppolititious ; of thole that are :r»e, ſome ſpeak only of Comn- 
moration of the Dead, and Oblttions made for them ; others reſpect the day 
of Reſurretion, and the fire of C onflaoration, others the paraing'of the wicked, 
others only of a purgatio 1n this lite ; but none ofthem all ſpeak of any Pi7- 
gatory pains of thoſe who dye in favour with God, which they undergo as 
the temporal puniſhment of ſin, from whence they may be delivered by the Pravers 
of the Livin ; whichis the only thing you ſhould prove from them. And 
this I come to make appear by the examination of the particulars, as they 
Occurr in order. | L | 
The firſt you b:gin with, is, Dioayſirs Arcopagita 3 and, Is not he, fay 
P.361. you, an Author of the firſt three hundred years ? As though this bad ne- 
ver been queſtioned by any ? It you had asked, Whether he had beenan 
Ancient and Learned Author, living ſometime within the firſt four hun- 
dred.years ; you ſhould not have.met with any oppoſition from me. Bur 
if,you will needs have him to be the true Dioxyſis, you muſt prove it 
better than by meer referring us to what Bellrmint, Baronins, and Del- 
Rio have ſaid upon that ſubje ; and you are very ſtrangely deceived when 
you ſay, That exly Exalmus, azd Valla, aud ſome few oth.rs, did doubt of it ; 
but at preſent Ys auppoſe few learned ex doubt of the Waatter. For, even Bet- 
bs Corfirn, farmin himſelf doubts of it ; and, What think you of FHubrrtwe, Sirmon- 
þ. 2.4 Jo aus, Launems, Petavins ? Are not all theſe with you learned men, who have 
all declared their doubts of it ? and ſo will any one elſe do, that impar- 
tially examines the Arguments brought on both lides. Buc we have no 
Treaſon to infiſt longer upon this, ſince you ſay, 7r 75 [afferent that he 15 ar- 
ko riedoed for a Writer of preat Antiquity; Well, Bur what 1s it then this 
Author, {ſaith ? only that Pr wir s were mA1le fr th' ec ' 977), that woa 
would forgive his ſts, 1:24 place hin inthe Lot wil Conn of the La ing : 
* Bat, ſry yott, both the Arch B ſhop and Prin:ute wantd hive ti 90k that 14% 
a Papiſt, who wentd hrve made the Ike privs for 1's do ufo i friend in their 
hearing. And very good reaſon they might l1ve to think fo, when they 
know 
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know beforchand that your intention of praying for the Dezd, is, to deli- 
ver their ſouls from the pains of purgatory ; bur, if they had heard one uſe 
ſuch a Prayer in the Azcient Church, they could not have imagined, it was 
for any ſuch intention, fince the ſame perſon in Dzonyſins is ſaid to be reple- 
niſhed with divine joy, aud not fearing any change to the worſe, but knowms 
well that the good things poſſeſſed, ſhall be firmly and everlaſtingly enjoyed ; as 
he ſpeaks at his entrance upon that diſcourſe : And, if this be in effect to 
teach Purgatory, as you would haveit, you muſt ſet your Purgatory a great 


deal higher than you do ; for, you ſay, Tt is but an upper Region of Hell, a 


little after, when Dr0z3ſius ſpeaks of thoſe who were in a Region of reſt 


and happinels. : wes Ln 
Your ſecond Author 1s Tertulliay 5; and three Citations you produce 


out of him. In the firſt, he only mentions the oblations for the Dead, which 
we have confeſſed to be uſed already, but without any reſpe& to Purgatory. 
In the ſecond; a mention 15 made of begging of God refrigerium, refreſbniear 


for the ſoul of one departed: this were ſome thing to the purpoſe; if you had: 


firſt proved, that T ertullian did ſuppoſe that ſoul to be then in the pains of 
Purgatory ; for then it were but reaſon to think this refrigerium did relate to 
the caſing of them. But he elſewhere tells us, what he means by this refrige- 
rium, Sinus Abrahe interim refrigerium praebiturus eſt -animabus juſtorum, by 
which he underſtands not any deliverance from pains, but” contentment in 
expettation of the future Reſurrection,” It, was the ardency! of the deſire 
after that which made them pray tor this refrigerium, not out of any puniſh- 
ment they were ſuppoſed to be under for ſin, but their earneſt fins 4 
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of future glory. Afid, ſince they ſuppoſed different degrees of refreſhment | 


which the fouls had in the bo/o7 of Ab#ahar, this prayer only notes the de- 
ſire of the continuance and increaſc'of it, and not being under preſent pains 
for the want of it. Sas FEE 

In the laſt place of Tertullian, you would fain have the Carcer i»fernus to 
be Piroatory, but he means no more by it than Hades, or the common re- 
cepracle of /o1s till the day of Reſurrettion, which Irexens calls locum invi- 
ibilem, which renders 2; exatly, in which he makes ſouls to ſtay till the 
day of Reſurrection; and Tertullian explains himſelf afterwards, when he 
ſayes, Conſtituimus omncm animam apud Inferos ſequeſtrari in aiem Domini ; 
and therefore. B-//1rm7/u confeſſes 7 ertullian to be one of thoſe, that held 
that no /o/s did enjoy the beatifical wiſton, till the day of Reſarrettion ; at 
which time he ſuppoſed the-order of riſing, to be according to the de- 
grees of holineſs ; and therefore he makes the puniſhment of ſouls not ro 
be any Purgatory pains, but the mora reſurrettionis, that they ſhould be 
longer before they riſe tron the dead, viz. towards the latter end of the 
thouſand years ; for ſo he makes the Reſarredioxto continue the thouſand 
years of Chriſt”s Reign upon earth; and, as the higheſt rank of Chriſtians 
ſhould riſe in the beginning of it, fo others in their order according to their 
deovees, and the moſt {(lothful and negligent to be puniſhed »20r4 reſurre- 
Zionir, by their ReſurreCtion being deterred to the concluſion of it. By 
which we fully underitand Terrallian's meaning, Tudex in carcerem te 
maniet infernum, unde non dimittaris, uiſi modico quoque delicfo mord re- 
{urretionis raxprnſo 5 by which /ower priſon he intends neither Hel/ nor 
Purottory, but the common receptacle of fouls, wherein they were held till 
they ſhould riſe ſooner or later according to the meaſure of their graces 
and {ins. 

The next place to be examined, 1s the noted one of St. Cyprian, to Anto- 
211431777; \vhere he gives an account of the difference between the lapſed 
Trl. 5 ho become p2nitents, and the Martyrs. And eſt ad veniam ſtare, 
alin i plorians pervenire altrd miſſus in carcerem non exire inde, donec 
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ſolvat noviſſimum qreaar anteme ; alind ſtatim fide! & uvirtutis mercedem acci- 
pere ; alind pro peccatts longo dolorere emendari, & purpari din ipne, aliud 
peccata omnia paſſione purga lf. It is one thing'to ſtay 3 hope and expettation 
of pardon, anothcr thing to come preſently to glory ; "tis one thing to be caft in- 
io priſon, and not to come out thence, till you have paid the laſt farthing a 4 4n0- 
ther to receive preſently the reward of oar Faith : "tis ene thing to be amended 
for fins by long grief, and to be purged with fire « great while ; another to have 
purged away all his ſins by ſuffering Martyrdom. Did not S. Cyprian, lay 
you, think of Purgatory, when he taught this ? No, that did he nor, if we be- 
lieve your own Writers. For Rigaltiws tells us, that S. Cyprian here ſpeaks 
of the ſeverities of pezance, which the lapled perſons underwent in order 
to pardon ; and compares them with the preſent felicity which Martyrs 
were poſſeſſed of. And this was that purging fire in order to their 


' amendment, which he inſiſts on, to ſhew what great diſparity there was 


between the ſtate of theſe pexrients, and the Mariyrs ; thereby to ſhew, 
that though penitents were admitted by the Church, yet ir was with fo 
much ſeverity, that might give little encouragement for men to fall in 
hopes of admiſſion. For that was the main thing which S. Cyprian there 
diſcourſes of. And thus likewiſe Alba/pinaxs5 underſtands it, of ſuch who 
ſuffered pennance all their life time, and were abſolved only ar the point 
of death; theſe were they who were held :n priſon till they paid the utmoſt 
farthine, Neither may it ſeem ſtrange that this ſhould be called a purg- 
ing fire ; ſince S. Hierom deſcribing, the: penance of Fabiola, ſaith, Sedir 


£&.24 Octet. (yper carbones ignis, She ſate upon coals of fire ;- and Pope Siricius in his 
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Epiſtle to Himmerive extant in the Councils, calls, perpetual penance, puri- 
ficatortums panitudinis ignem, the purging fire of penance. And this 
ſeems a greatdeal more probable to be 'S. Cyprian's meaning, becauſe he 
ſpeaks moſt clearly of any of the Fathers of the immediate happineſs of 
all Gods Children aiter death, in his excellent Book of »:ortelity ; wherein 
he comforts the Chriſtians of Carthage againſt the fears of death, by reaſon 
of the raging plague, which was then among them. Jr zs for him, faith 
he, to fear death, that would not go to Chriſt; it is for him not to be willin 
rago to Chriſt, that doth wot believe he (ball begin to raign with him ;, wit 
much more to the ſame purpoſe throughout that Book, which, I pray 
read, and then tell me, Wherher St. Cypr:az did think of Purgatory or no. 

I wonder with what. face you produce Orzgex's Teſtimony in behalf of 
your DoQrine of P»rgatory, (ince Bellarwin confeſſes that he held all puniſh- 
ment to be only Pwrgatory ; and that this Opinion of his was condemned 
in the fifth Occnmenical Council, But, you lay, in the place produced by you, 
he ſaith no ſuch thing, but that men are purged according to the mixture f 
Lead and Gold in theme, but that thoſe who have all Leaa, ſhall ſink down to the 
bottomleſs pit for ever. Then which ( you lay ) nothing can be ſpoken more 
clearly for Purgatory. To which a ſhort Anſwer ſhall ſerve by this Dilemma; 
—_— have faithfully repreſented this place of Or:gez, or not : If you 
havejir is plain that Origen hath been infinitely abuſed, or elſe apparently 
contradits himfelf; for you make him here plainly to affert che erernicy 
of pun:ſhment, which the fifth General Counci! according to you infallibly 
conderned him for denying ; if you have unfaithtully repreſented him, 
then ſtill Or72en cannot be underſtood of ſuch a Purgatory as you ſpeak of, 
bur of ſuch a one which all muſt _ thorow', good and bad ; and their 
continuance 1N it, 15 according to the proportions of good or cvil in them. 
And of ſuch a Purgatory as this, Bellarmin conteiles that Origen ſpeaks : 
and which he places after the Reſurre#ron, and faith, That even Peter and 
Paul «ft paſs thorow it, And for ſuch Purgatory as this 15, many places 
are produced out of Orz2em, by Sixtus Sexinſis, and many others. Bur 

this 
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this isan univerſal Purgatory for good and bad, after the Riſurrefiig, wn 
for the body as well as the ſoul; and judge you now, Whether rlits be 
the Purgatory You contend for or no. the following i eftimonies of 
St. Ambroſe, Hilary, Laitantins, S. Herom, &c. are taken of by b://: 
»inc himſelf; fince, alchough in his firſt Book he produceth then tor t':e 
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Roman Do@rine of Purgatory, yet in the beginning of the lccond he $gon- - 


feſſeth, that all theſe were for ſuch an Uz:werſ:! #nrgatory at the day of 
judgement, thorow which all muſt paſs, not the Y:re Mary her elf 
excepted. And St. Hierom, though he denies Origez's Hypotheſis as to the 
final Salvation of all, yet ſeems by the places you cite out of him, very 
willing to admit of it, as to all ſuch who dye in the Churches Communiny ; 
again{t which Opinion St. Apuſtir at large diſputes, as I have thewed 
ow uf I acknowledge then that theſe Authours do ſpeak of a pure- 
ing fire, but ſuch a one as your ſelves diſown and diſpute againlt, and 
Bellarmin: could no other wayes bring any of them of, but by ſaying, 
That they ſpeak of the fire of rhe laſt judgement ; by which we ſee the ap- 
parent Sophiſtry, in bringing thoſe as plain places for your Purgatory, 
which you confeſs your ſelves, are underitoed of ſomething elſe. It be- 
ing coafeſſed that they ſpeak of purging, conſequent to the Reſerredtion, 
which is quite another thing from what you plead for. And beſides, it 
is plain from St. Hierom's words, that he ſpeaks of wicked men dying in 
the Communion of the Church, that they (hall at laſt be ſaved. And if you 
will needs have arbitramur, when it is oppoled to credimus, to lignifie 
a firm belief, ( whichis another proof of your skill4n Lexicozs) that which 
you can only inferr thence, is, that S, FHierom did, as firmly believe that 
wicked men Lf Chriſtians) ſhould at laſt be ſaved, as that Dewzls, and 
Atheiſts, and other wicked men ſhould be finally damned. For theſe are 
his words ; Er ſicut Diabolt &+ omniam negatorum, atque impiorum qui dix- 
erunt in corde ſno, non eff Deus, credimus eterna tormenta ; fic peccato- 
runs atq; impiorum, & tamen Chriſtianorum, quorum opera in igne proban- 
a ſunt atg; purganaa, 1oderatam arbitramur , | | mixtan clementie ſententi- 
am Judicis, Andthe ſame he rather more fully aſſerts in the other place, 
& Chriftianos, ſi in peccato preventi fuerint, {alvandos eſſe poſt pxnas ; but 
you who are never backward in helping the Fathers to ſpeak out, very 
commodiouſly render it, Such as dye before full and per fett Penance for the ſins, 
of which they had truly repented : Which is as far from Purgatory as from 
St. Hieroms meaning, for he doth not oppoſe pexritent ſinners to impenites?;, 
bur oppoſes wicked men dying in the Churches Communion, to the Devil and 
his Azzels, andall other wicked perſons, 4/1 which ( he faith) ball periſh 
eternally, but ſuch as are Chriſtians ſhould be ſaved at laſt after undergoing 
puniſhment. Andit is to be obſerved, that at the end of the Conmenteries 
oft 1/aiah, he immediately before ſpeaks of that whichi is ſuppoſed to be 
the Origenical Hypotheſis, viz. That the torments of the other life ſhall af- 
ter 4 long time be ended ; and when he hath produced the places of Scr-- 
pture which the favourers of it did produce, he only paſſes this cenſure 
of it, Quod nos Det ſolins ſcientie debemus derelinguere ; Whiqh we ought to 
leave to the knowledge of God alone ; and then concludes with that modera- 
tion of his ſentence, That he did believe the erernirty of torments of Devils, 
Atheiſts, &c. but of ſuch who were Chriſtians he did ſuppoſe God would 
minle Mercy with his Juſtice, and that after they had been ſifficiently purged 
by fire they might «ſcape at laſf, It he had intended only a mitigation of 
their r0-»ents who were Chriſtians, the oppolition cou!d nor lye as it 
doth, between the eternity of ſome, and the c/emency of God in others, b::t 
the +: 777 mult have been confeſſed in both, ani rhe oppoſition made only 
an the 12h! of the rorments of fuch who were not Chriſtians above ſuch 
, 4s 
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as were. If St. Hrierome doth (as Bellarmine contends ) ellewhere con- 
tradict this, by ſo much the lels is his teſtimony of any validity in this caſe, it 
being plain what his meaning 1s here ; but that ſeems the lets probable, be- 
caule he writ his Books againtt the Pe/agians in which he aſſerts the ſame, 
not long before his death. This purgzzg fire then, of St. Hicrome makes 
little for your purpoſe, ſince it 1s only a more retined branch of C925 
Hypotheſis, and 1s underſtood of a fire atter the R:ſarrection, 2nd that of Hell, 
and not of Purgatory, and wherein wicked men fhall be purged if they dy- 
ed in the Churches Communion, and not ſuch who repented of their ſins in this 
life. Butif St. Hierom himſelf do not ſpeak to the purpoſe. you hope one 
under his name may doit (and we muſt needs ſay Puro2t0ry hath been al- 
wayes beholding to forgeries) for you cite his Commentaries 0 the Proverbs, 
which are rejected as counterfeit by Sixts Sexenſis, Cans, Mrimis Vito 
rins, and B:llarmin himſelf. 5 7508 
But from St. Hrierome we po_e to St. Baſi/, who, you ſay, rexrh>s the ſame 
Dodtrine with him; it hedoth, it 15 very little for your co.ntore.- But ſo far 
avas St. Baſiltrom — your Doctrine, that although he ſpeaks of a pure- 
ins fire, he ſpeaksnot at all concerning it 1n another /fe, but only of that 
which purgeth out ſzs in the ſouls of men in this lite. For he calls the Spir:r 
of God working upon mens ſouls, that ve xg, which conſumes (in with- 
in them; as may be ſeen be comparing his Commentaries on the ſixth and 
the ninth of 1/a/a4h together. And where he afterwards ſpeaks not of an 
utter rejectzox, but an expurgationas by fire; it 1splainthar he underſtands it 
of the fire of afidion in'this life, and -not the fire of Puroatory in another, 
But whereever you meet with fire and purging, you think it impoſſible to 
be underſtood of any thing but your Purgatory ; it ſeems you are hugely pol- 
ſeſſed with the fears of 1t, that you think you meet with ir, whereever you 
g0. Butifyou will needs have St. Baſi/ to ſpeak of a future ſtate, than your 
own Sixtus Senenſis, and Eftius will tell you that he is to be underſtood of 
the fire of Conflagration at the Day of Judgement ; of which he ſpeaks in ſe- 
veral other places. And fo Nicerzs underſtands the place of Gregory Na- 
21anzen which you produce about Baptiſme by fire, tor ſaith he, Per 7277; 
baptiſmum, examen cenſuramque divini judicii intelligit, and for that cites 
the place of the Apoſtle, Every mans work [hall be tryed by fire, This hc 
calls elſewhere zhe /aſt fire by which our works ſhall be judged and purged. 
And of this La&#antins and Hilary, are to be underſtood : for Hil:iry ex- 
preſly ſaith, That even the Virgin Mary ſhall paſs throuch it, whom Tho 
you will not place in Purgatory. The teſtimony of Boetrus ſhall then be 
taken, when you prove that he doth not ſpeak in the perſon of a Ph1/of«- 
pher, but of a Chr:/tiaz, delivering matters of Faith with an we puto ; but it . 
you had conſidered the deſign of his Book, for the fake of Ph:/ofophy, you 
might have ſpared his citation. And fo you might for your own ſake that 
of [ heodorer, which not only the Greeks in their Apology cry out on as coun- 
terfeit ; but no ſuch place, as yet appears in any edition of 7 hoodorer, And 
the ſame Greeks tell you, it you conſulted the honour of (recory Nyſſer 
you would ſpare him too, becauſe he wasa favourer of the Orjzexical Hvpeo- 
theſis concerning the reaintegration of all things; and ſo many places arc 
produced out of him wherein he makes the nature of all pains to be Purga- 
cory, that the Patriarch Germanns (of whom Photirs ſpeaks) had no ather 
way"to vindicate him, but by ſaying that the Orjza'/ts had foilted many 
places into his works. If you will therefore ſay, That iz 7s 1970 [5 cc 
lumny, to ſay that anyof the Fathers aid torrupt the Chriſtian Do tripe by thr 111 
nions of Plato; you mult either deny that Or7vcn and his followers ever 
aſſerted any Do:trine contrary to Chr//tran'ty, and therein contradict the 
fifth Occnmnical Conzcal z OT that any of the Fathers had ally to:ch ot Cs /- 
: 6 
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£e2's Opinion : both whi.hTſuppole are tasks you will be unwilling ro a1- 
dertake. Bur whether their opinions are true or falſe ( which we are ner 
now enquiringaiter ) tobe ſurethey are fer enough. from your Doctrine 
of Purgatory, which ſuppoſ:th the S$1n pardoned 1n this life, and yet the 
pirniſhment un Jergone tor 1t1n another : which Dottrine if it were gran: c« 
at all reaſonable, ic woult be rauch more, atlerring it to- be after the R-- 
ſarrett:on, when the body might endure pains as well as the foul, than ſo 
abſurdly as you make the /o«/only to ſuitcr, and that too in a way the moſt 
unlike of all other, viz: by a material fire. | 

. But it is time we come to the ſuccour of t. 4//i, who it ſezms hath hs 
ſhare of Puroatcry in this life ; tor, you 1 y, He hath the ill hap to be ufi d the 
worſt of all othcr. Becauſe his Lordſhip repreſents hi n as d 479: and us 
certain (as no doubt he was) 1n this point : which argues indeed rhar he 
wasa Novice in your Roma Faith, but thereby the wore a Father of the 
Church. Bat you are the man, that, let S. As2u/t1nfay whar he will him- 
{elf, will prove to his face, that he could not poſſibly be thought to deny 
or doubt of Purgatory, And it '1S a Combat worth leeing, to ſte you di- 
ſpute againlt Sr. Agu/tiz ; bur you do it fo pititully, thar St. Ajtiz re- 
mains as uncertain as ever he was. The only place which ſeems to the 
purpoſe, Conſt it 127m # piroart poſt huins witam, &#:. 1s ſo notorious a 
counterfeit, that not only //7ves conteſles, no ſuch words apreared in the 
ancient Copies ; but they are wholly left our, not only in the Biff! Eltioa, 
1556. but inthatof Lyoas 1560. andin the latter Lovaiz and Paris edi- 
tions. The other places, you confeſs your ſelf, relate to the benefit which 


the dead receive by the prayers of the living, of which a large account 


hath been already given without any ſuppolition of Purgatory, Whether 
St. Aſtins doubts did reterr only to the circumſtances of Purgatory, and 
not to the thing it ſelf, I leave1t to the conſideration of any reaſonable 
man, who will read the places already cited, wherein thoſe doubts are ex- 
preſſed. By which one may fee at what rate you uſe your expreſſions, 
when you can have the face to ſay, That S. Auſtin zo les conſtantly teaches 
the Doftrine of Purzatory, thin he doth the Dottrine of Heaven and Hell. 
Wiich after the language of the Sorbox Cenſures, is a falſe, raſh, and [crm- 
dalous aſſertion, and as ungrounded as Prrgatory it ſelf, The remaining teſti- 
monies of St. Cy:/ and St. Chryſoffomr, only ſpeak of prayer for the dead, and 
the benctit of that, and ſo ofters nothing new toour conſideration. But 
at laſt we are come to a man whodid in good earnett believe Purgatory, 
and was the firſt of any nimein the Church who did fo, and that is Gre- 
gory 1. But whoſoever reads in his D-2/ogues the excellent arguments he 
builds it on, and confirms it with, will tnd as much reaſon to pity his 
ſauperſtition an! credulity, as to condemn his Doctrine, And after this time, 
his Lordſhip ſaith truly, Pruroatory W.2S found F029 Warm 4 buſineſs to be 
ſuffer\ to cool anain; and in the after-aa"s more were friehted, than ted by 


proof into the belicf of it. And althoughamidit the variety of judgements 


among the F:4:rs concerning the {tte of the dead, not one of thein' 


atfirmed yo :.r Doctrine of P -reatory, before Gregory 1 ; yet by all means 
you will nceds have it to have been {t1]] owned as an Apo/tolical 'l radition, 
and an rt-c/- of” Firth, Bur T commend you, that knowing the we»kne{s 
of the arguments brought from rhe Fathers and Scrrpt i774, you ar laft rake 
Smtniry in the Churches arfiaition ; on the account of which you fay, 
Ie ar: om mn nnd to beuinve it as any or Article of Faith, yea ns the 
Trin'ty or Incarantion it ſelf, Put this holds for none, but only thoſe who 
{0 little underſtand the pronnds of their Retrg/0a as to believe it on the 
account of your ( herches Infail p:l:ty ; which 1s fo far from Delng any 
ground of Faith, thar it we had nothing more certain than that, to cſta- 


bliſh 
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bliſh our Faichupon, you would be fo far from making men helieve Pur- 


gatory on that account, that you would ſooner make them queſtion, whe- 


ther there were either Heaver or Hell, But though your Church be ſo far 
from Ifalbility that we have found her guilty of many Errours, yetthe 
Word of God abideth for ever, which alone is the ſure Foundation for our 


Eaithtoreſt upon. And fo I conclude with your own Prayer : I beſcech: 


God to give all men light to ſee this Truth, and Grace to aſſent unto it ; to the 
end, that by living inthe militant Church in the Unity of Faith, we may come 
at laſt to meet in Glory in the triumphant Church of Heaven, which we may 
hope for by the merits of our Lord and Saviour Jeſus Chriſt : To whom with 
the Father, and the Holy Ghoſt, be all honour and glory world without ena, 
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